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SCYLLA OR CHARYBDIS; 


WHICH? 
GLADSTONE OR SALISBURY? 





HE disputes between Irish landlords and their tenants 
have not, as yet, interested many persous in England 
or Scotland. The ruin of a few hundred thousand of the 
former, in order to enable the latter to live in more idleness 
and drink, may not move many on this side of the channel. 
Nous avons tous assez de forces pour supporter les manta: 
dauirui. Englishmen and Scotchmen do not as yet perceive 
that it will soon affect their own revenues most detrimen- 
tally. Prowimus ardet. But as soon as Hnglishmen find 
that all this is but a surface and false outside, and that there 
is something behind-all the agitation and debates, then they 
will bestir themselves to learn what is that motive power 
which has been kept so carefully concealed, and what is the 
end which has always been kept out of yiew or denied. 
T hope to show this; and to point out the perpetrators 
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ehuekling at ruin, because they haye opened the way for 
Rome. But we must first examine the surface and false 
outside which has been kept so assiduously before the 
public. I mean the land agitation, By this time every 
one who has studied the question knows that this land 
agitation is bub a stepping-stone, or means to an end. A 
few months ago it was beld that there was nothing beyond 
‘an Agrarian question.” Of course paid and interested 
ministers asserted that this was the case. Now, the plain 
speaking of Davitt and Dillon, and the revelations which 
the Times has published concerning the worling of Par- 
nellism, have brought home to the minds of all thinking 
persons, that the land question is merely an outwork; and 
that the independence or autonomy of Ireland is the real 
end. A few persons who haye deyoted more study and 
thought to the subject, know that there is a further end, to 
which separation from England is but a stepping-stone—an 
end which has been kept religiously secret; an end which 
the people of England and Scotland should know and judge 
of, before it be too late. 

Let us begin with the land question. There are three 
principles, which may be conceded as postulates, as they 
are too obvious to need proof. 

First : The government of a country has a right to take 
private property, whenever necessary for the public good ; 
but only npon condition of making full compensation to the 
owner, To take the property and refuse compensation is 
confiscation or robbery, 

Secondly : The government has no right to interfere with 
freedom of contract, except where the contract has been. 
made in defiance of the existing law of the State, or in 
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opposition to the moral law, which is binding om all men ; 
or unless the contract be intollerably detrimental to the 
public good. ‘The principle of the “ Sumptuary Laws,” or 
statutory regulation of prices, was practised and warmly 
eulogized in the dark times of Romish ascendancy, but bas 
now been utterly exploded, especially since the oppaeite 
principles of ‘“Free-trade” have been worshipped, Yet 
the Sumptnary Laws were a logical deduction from the 
principle that freedom of contract should not be permitted 
in cases where it is thought to be injurious to the welfare of 
the majority. 

Thirdly: The government have a right, which is denied 
over and over again in the canon law, to levy taxes on the 
income of every one; but only on the two conditions: that 
the taxes shall be levied in equal proportions on all the 
citizens; and that the government, shall, in return, aftord. 
protection to person and property, and defend the citizens 
against aggression from without and sedition at home. 
Those are the primary duties of every government; and af 
rulers disregard them, they abjure the very mature of 
fovernment. 

What have we seen in Ireland? For many years, the 
government have not protected the hves and persons of 
loyal citizens; and so far from protecting property, they 
have left it to the merey of the Land League and the 
National League. They haye eyen rushed in, under various 
pretences, from time to time, and robbed landlords of slice 
after slice of their properties. If a proof is desired that 
Mr, Gladstone’s Acts transferred from the landlords to the 
tenants more than one half of the fee simple owned by the 
landlords, let me mention one fact, out of many gach, which 
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oceured in 1879, on my own small property, One of my 
tenants, who held a farm on a long lease, at £1 Os. 8d. per 
acre (the poor law valuation being £1 per acre), applied for 
leave to sell his interest, and disposed of it at twen fy-seyen 
years’ purchase of his rent, at a time when I could not 
procire more than twenty-one years’ purchase for the {ee 
simple. That was the result of the Act of 1870. 
Another, who held a farm for thirty-five years, on 
a lease given in November, 1881, at the government 
valuation, sold it almost immediately for more than 
twenty-eight: years’ purchase. Another with a large farm 
of 202 acres, at a rental of £248, when eleven years of the 
lease had to run, sold it for thirty-five years: (I think) ; and 
the incoming tenant soon became bankrupt. 

Probably my case is not singular. Tvyery landlord hag 
doubtless experienced the same, Yet I will venture to 
predict that in the future land-purchase Bill, the landlords 
will be compelled to sell property to the tenants, for con- 
siderably less than thirty-five years’ purchase. 

Mr. Gladstone's purchase Bill, if I remember rightly, 
proposed that the owners should be given only twenty-one 
years’ purchase for the fee simple; and his pretended object 
in getting rid of the present landlords was to set up a vastly- 
inereased number of petty landlords. For a peasant pro- 
prietor is merely a landlord written small, and endued with 
much less learning, cultivation, and kindliness, If landlords 
are curses to the country, as Mr, Gladstone and his friends 
would have us believe, why multiply their number? But, 
if they enjoy more happiness than others, why stereotype 
the existing tenants as landlords and exclude the far larger 
noinber of labourers? No + Ho; we must look further, if 
we would ascertain Mr, Gladstone’s real aim, 
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An objection may arise in the mind of the reader, which 
would mar the effett of the arguments I am about to urge. 
TI must therefore turn aside for a moment to show that 
my land was not let at an exorbitant rental, For many 
years previous to 1870, the tenants held the farms at much 
below the real value, and at much lower rents than was« 
paid for land of an inferior quality on adjoiming estates. 
Yet, as soon as the Land Act of 1870 was passed, my pre- 
decessor took advantage of its provisions to offer the tenants 
new leases. He was bound to me under contract to let the 
land for the full market value, and for leases of not more 
than twenty-one years. The Act of 1870 enabled him to 
break his contract with me; and as he was nearly eighty- 
five years old, he exchanged all the leases, for leases at rents 
below the Poor Law valuation, and for a term of thirty-five 
years. As Griffith's, or the Poor Law yaluation, was 
avowedly made twenty-five per cent. below the real value, 
it is clear that there were no rack-rents on the estate. 
When I succeeded to the property, I allowed the tenants 
to select a valuator of their own. They chose a gentleman 
who was unknown to me and my agent; and from that 
date, 1877, I have executed leases on his valuation, Here 
are a few examples, taken at random :— 

Annual Rent. Poor Law Valuation. 


Gis, ‘dd. gd dd 
1. 98 0 0 86 15 0 
2, 98 2 0 42. 0 0 
3. 82 5b 7 40 15 0 
4, 52 0 0 63 oO 0 
5. , 386 0 0 49 Q 0 
6. 44 0 8 52 O O 
7. 45 0 O 62 0 90 
8, 98 0 0 46 0 0 
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Then came the Act of 1881, which gave the tenants more 
than half the value of the fee simple, and arbitrarily reduced 
the rents of yearly tenants; and which enabled every lease- 
holder to apply to the land court at the expiration of his 
lease. Some of my tenants have taken advantage of this 
provision;—all that could do so have done so,—and the 
land commissioners, without taking the value of the land 
into account, have made arbitrary reductions. of thirty-five 
per cent. all round! 

Lest I should be charged with exaggeration, T will quote 
the Times of October 3, 1887, with regard to the reductions 
by the Sub-commissioners under the Aet of 1881 :—« They 
“are made in too many instances without any intelligible 
‘standard of value, in disregard of the sworn estimates of 
“competent valuers, even of those whose sympathies rather 
“lean to the tenants’ side, and in eases where, so far from 
“the tenants’ having been rackrented, the rents have not 
“been raised for fifty years, and they are fixed in many 
“eases far below, even to 50 per cent. below, Griffith's 
“valuation, which was based upon a scale of prices far 
“lower than they are now, in every item except wheat. 
“The landlords regard those arbitrary reductions as nothing 
short of confiscation and spoliation, and this is hard enough 
“to bear without having the decisions of such constitu- 
“tional tribunals—constituted as they notoriously are—re- 
“presented as conclusive evidence of extortion on their 
‘part. The inequalities which mark their decisions are so 
‘‘ glaring as to create discontent among tenants who have 
“had rents fixed, and, comparing their cases with those of 
‘their neighbours, complain that they haya been unfairly 
“treated. No Act so administered could possibly be final 
‘fand be regarded as fair,” 
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Aceording to the recent Blue Book, rents, in May and 
June of this year, were reduced from £19,643 19s. ‘Sd. tia 
£13,539 14s. 4d. in the four proyinees, and durimg those two 
months only, This is equivalent to an average reduction 
of 31 percent. But Colonel King-Harman stated in the 
House of Commons on August 30th, 1887, that ‘the ayer- 
‘age veduction of rent made by the Land Commissioners 
«(on Lord Granard’s estate) since November last, has been 
“AO per cent.” 

Let us bear in mind how that Act of 1881 was passed, 
Mr. Gladstone asserts that the Act of Union was passed. 
‘in quite a blackguardly manner,” and therefore he would 
at once repeal it. But how was the Act of 1881 passed ? 
During the debates, every minister, including Mr. Gladstone, 
Lord Selbourne (the Lord Chancellor), Lord Carlingford, 
and the rest, declared persistently that no injustice would 
acerue to the landlords ; that no moderate rents would be 
touched; that rents below the Government valuation would 
be Yaised; that the only aim was to secure that justice 
should be done, by making the tenant pay the full value of 
the land, and no more; that the judicial rents would be so 
punetually paid that benefit instead of loss would result 
to the landlord; that a land commission and sub-commis- 
sioners—just and upright men with a special knowledge of 
their duties—would be appointed ; and that Government 
yaluators also would be appomted to msure fair play. As 
the revered name of the Lord Chancellor was appended to 
these statements, the most incredulous were inclined to 
give them credence. But what happened? Officers and 
members of the Land League received appomtments; men 
who were pledged to exterminate landlordism by ruining the 


do 
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landlords. Many of those sub-commissioners had no 
knowledge whatever of the subject, and by their acts did 
nob impress us with any idea of their justice ov fair-dealing. 
The Government valuators were peremptorily dismissed, on 
the demand of Mr, Parnell, and reductions of rent were 
made right and left in a reckless haphazard manner, with- 
out, apparently, the smallest regard to values or existing 
rents; and the landlord who had let his land on the easiest 
terms, found his rents reduced in the same percentage as 
those of the rack renter. What monstrous, what flagrant 
injustice, in the very teeth of the yows and pledges of the 
ministers who beguiled the Lords and Commons into pas- 
sing the Act. We should not select the Act of Union as 
the prerogative instance of blackguardism. 

Now let us pass to Lord Salisbury, the Prenuer who, 
after coquetting for some months with Messrs, Parnell and 
Go., was elected to resist and undo the legislation af 
Mr, Gladstone. Let us examine his course of policy, and 
consider whether in avoiding the gyrations, and swirls, and 
turns of Charybdis, which have been sucking landlords 
down into the abysmal depths, we have not been steering 
into the foll wash of the dangerous rock, Seylla. 
Wa remember how the agrarian agitation was commenced. 
The agitators used the land as a bait and asa bribe to in- 
duce the Irish to go in for separation from England, They 
created the land question. I remember well that, in 1874, 
the tenants were so contented, that it was impossible to 
raise a cheer, or even to secure a trifling attention, by any 
allusion to the land question. But the agitators made large 
promises that the tenants should acquire all the land for 
nothing. They were not believed; the promises seemed 
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too outrageous. But Mr. Gladstone encouraged the agita- 
tion and endorsed the promises by his Act of 1881. He 
partially fulfilled those promises, by giving the tenants 
more than half the interest in the land, as the small price 
obtained for the fee-simple, and the large price given for 
the tenant-right, incontestably prove. Mr. Gladstone did 
more than that; he laid the grounds for further agitabion, 
and gave Lord Salisbury a good excuse for continuing it, 
Let me explain this. Nine-tenths of the leaseholders in 
Treland are Protestants, while only one-filth of the tenants- 
at-will are Protestants. Why was that? Because the 
Protestants were more thrifty, steady, and industrious than 
the Roman Catholics. Moreover; before the Ballot Act, 
the lanilords desired to have a hold over their Papisi 
tenants, in order to prevent their voting at the beck and bid 
of the priests, By the Ballot Act, the influence of the 
landlord was destroyed; while the power of the pmest, 
which is exercised in the confessional by the threat to 
refuge absolution, was nob touched, ‘That, then, was the 
reason why most of the leaseholders were Protestants, 
while nearly all the tenants-at-will were Romanists. Now, 
what did Mr, Gladstone do by his Act of 1881? He gave 
the advantages of the Act to the Romanist tenants-at-will, 
which was a great boon for the Romanists,and which made 
the Protestant leaseholders very dissatisfied and prone to 
enter the ranks of the National League. Then Lord Salis- 
bury comes into power, and says: ‘' We must extend the 
“advantages to the leaseholders, in order to keep them 
loyal.” That is the history of his “‘ Remedial Measure.” 
Tt isa continuance and extension of the policy of worry- 
ing, impoverishing, yexing, ruining, and driving out the 
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landlords, who are the mainstay of Protestantism, and the 
backbone of the connection with England. 

This is no strained view of the case. Tt is admitted even 
by the Nationalist Members of Parliament. For example, 
Mr, Harris, M.P., alluding to the “No Rent” Manifesto, 
said : ‘* We now put before you a programme that will lead 
“to the same result, that will first take one Slice, then take 
“a second slice (of the landlords’ property), and we will 
‘' keep slicing it till nothing remains.” That is the Nation- 
alists’ aim in the Plan of Campaign, as explained by them- 
selves. You see thatit is identical with Lord Salisbury’s 
* Remedial Measure.” 

Mr, Gladstone’s Act was confined, in its reductions of 
rent, to those tenants who had made merely verbal con- 
tracts. It did not touch written contracts, or leases, except 
in so far that it gave to those leaseholders whose leases had 
expired, a perpetuity in the land, at reduced rents. Lord 
Salisbury, by his Land Act of this year, extended Mr. 
Gladstone’s Act to all leaseholders; and he allowed eyen. 
the judicial rents of the last few years to be ripped open 
again, and reduced in favour of the tenants, But, as we 
shall presently see, Lord Salisbury resembled Mr. Gladstone 
in this, that he has appointed Nationalists and Roman 
Catholics as sub-commissioners and officials in the land 
courts, except where he appointed extreme tenant-tight 
men; thus his Act, instead of being exerted merely to de- 
termine whether rents are just or unjust, is certain to be 
used as an engine of perpetual motion for the continuous 
reductions of the rents of Ivish landlords. Tho judges, to 
whom the power of decision has been confided, have been, 
to & great extent, selected from the ranks of the greedy and 
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insatiable complainants. He did not promise that the land- 
lords should not suffer by his Act, because the poor witless 
landlords trusted him, and confidingly placed their destinies 
in bis hands; and so he has ensured to them a further 
serious loss of income. 

Tt is not fron» an ardent and blind love at Trish tenants. 
thnt he has done this thing. Nor is it from a love of jus- 
tice, which would have made him careful nob to ach on- 
justly to either side. Vor when Mr. Haldane moved, tn the 
House, an instruction to the committee fo reduce the bur- 
dens which press heavily on the landowners, Lord Salis- 
bury’s government pooh-poohed the motion. They did not 
argue against it, because no argument was to be found for 
their refusal; all the arguments which they had employed 
in favour of the tenants, were found to bé of full value m. 
supporting the case of the landlords. Mr. Haldane urped, 
fairly enough, that the mortgages, loans from the Board of 
Works, main drainage rates, Lough Neagh drainage rales, 
county cess, poor rates, and other burdens to the State— 
which the landlords could very well pay as long as their 
property was left entire—formed a heavy burden not to be 
borne, when that-property had been seriously reduced, And, 
if a fallin prices warranted Lord Salisbury in opening up 
judicial decisions, and breaking contracts, and reducing renis 
by 35 per cent.; surely the act of the government in depre- 
ciating the landlords’ property, warranted the landlords in 
demanding that their burdens to the State should be pro- 
portionately reduced. But no! the State exacts its dues 
from distressed landlords to the full, and to the day when 
they become due; while the income, wherewith payment is 
to be made, has been compulsorily reduced by law, and 
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allowed to fall into arrear, because Lord Salisbury has made 
it impossible for the landlords to enforce payment, Yet, on 
the other hand, if Lord Salisbury had hearkened to Mr, 
Haldane’s good sense and legal acumen, the inevitable xin 
of the Protestant Iandlords of Ireland would haye been 
postponed for some time Jonger, 

Mortgages for the widows and other members of the 
landlords’ families were imposed in a certain proportion to 
the annual value of the property ; and mortgages for loans 
Were permitted up to a certain proportion of the value, 
But, by reducing the annual value, the mortgages which are 
unreduced, bear an exaggerated proportion to the income. 
The stock argument addneed when the Land Bills of Mr. 
Gladstone and Lord Salisbury had to be passed, was that 
the tenants could not pay the rents and retain a sufficiency 
to live upon with comfort; and therefore that it was just to 
reduce the rents by compulsion. In the first place, the 
allegation is false. The tenants can pay blackmail to the 
National League; they can pay large and ever-increasing 
sums in drink bills; they can lay up considerable amounts 
every year in the savings’ banks. They could (and would if 
they were honest) pay thesesums to their landlords. But, if 
the allegation be true, then I reply that the same argument; 
is equally strong in favour of the landlords. A fall in their 
ineomes makes it right that mortgages, loans, and the sums 
clue to the State under Acts of Parliament, should be equally 
teduced. What makes it worse is that, although the rents 
haye been arbitrarily reduced, yet the landlord is compelled, 
by the threat of legal proceedings, to pay up the instalments 
due to the Public Works Commission for improvements, for 
draining, and so forth, although the tenant and not the 
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landlord reaps the benefits of all that expenditure. Ts it 
of most unjust that existing contracts should be broken, 
and the freedom of contract interfered with, and a grea 
proportion of the landlord's income taken away, and cam- 
pensation absolutely denied, and yet thati the drainage 
yates, and poor rates, smd instalments for public works, and 
loans under the Lands Improvement Act and the Trish Land 
Commission, and county cess, and tithe-rent charge, and 
mortgages under settlements, and interest on loans, should 
be levied inexorably all the same? Is it nob most unjust, 
when the greater part of the fee-simple has been given to 
the tenants, and when the tenant holds his farm in per- 
petuity (which he does under the Act of 1881), and when 
the landlord cannot get his own land back mto his own 
hands,—that the tenants should have no share of those bur- 
dens put on their shoulders, which weighed on the land. 
while ib was all in the landlord's possession, and which still 
press down the landlord, now that he has been defranded of 
more than half the fee-simple of his property ? 

When the Land Bill went down from the Peers to the 
lower Flouse, the government, with contemptible weakness 
or eulpable treachery, made concession affer concession to 
the demands of the Parnellite members, until it ceased to 
be merely a Bill for the amendment of the Act of 1881, and 
fox the prevention of harsh evictions, It provided also for 
continual revisions of the judical rents. That was a 
principle which had been deliberately and most emphati- 
cally repudiated by the House of Lords. Mr. Smith, Mr. 
Balfour, and, above all, Mr, Goschen, assailed that principle 
with great yehemence in the House of Commons, declaring 
that the government would stand or fall by the principle 
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established in 1881. Lord Hartington, speaking for the 
Liberal Unionists, on August 5th, said of the revision of 
judicial rents — 

‘We believed and hoped that it wonld not be necessary 
‘‘in the present session, pending the introduction of a larger 
“and wider measure, to adopt a principle so full of risk and 
“danger, so pregnant with possible inconveniences and diffi- 
“ culties in the way of passing a great land purchase scheme for 
‘‘ Treland, as the principle of the revision of judicial rents 
payable by solvent tenants.” 

Why then did the government not stand by their solemn 
declaration of principle: to abide by the judicial rents 
decreed such a short time before? Are their declarations 
of principle ‘as false as dicer’s oaths?” 

Let Lord Salisbury himself answer the question. He 
spoke on August 11th in the House of Lords; and said: 
“he would venture to point out that when once the germ. of 
“an evl principle was introduced into legislation tt was im- 
“possible to get rid of it. Somehow or other the fabrie of 
‘social order had to be maintained. Somehow or other an 
‘effort had to be made to adjudge to cach man his fair 
“nights. If departure was made from the sound system on 
“which those results were formerly obtained, and they 
“entered upon an unsound one, it would be necessary to 
“develop and push on that unsound principle in order to 
* obtain the elementary objects for which all society existed, 
‘That could not be done with a structure once broken, 
“They must persevere in the path on which they had un- 
“ fortunately entered, and do their best to obtain the best 
“and most expedient and just results that might be forth- 
“coming. In 1881 he confessed, and in 1870 also, the then 
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* government had entered upon what, in his judgment, was 
* the very unwise plan of trying to place upon the State the 
‘responsibility of insuring that the relations and contracts 
‘between landlords and tenants were in conformity with 
"equity. They departed from the principle of free contract 
“that existed, and made what was, in his judgment, the 
very great mistake of giving fixity of tenure. When they 
* had once done that, it then became the responsibility of 
“the State to see that those two persons, the landlord and 
‘tenant, should bear relations which were in themselves 
«just towards each other. They had absolutely renounced 
"the ewistence of free contract, and having renounced if 
“they could not allow unjust and impossible relations to 
4) syow up.” 

The Warl of Selborne afterwards spoke words which 
sustained the character he had won, of being a conscien- 
tious gentlemen = ‘* Although he was very sensible of these 
«¢ considerations, he would rather have cut off his hand than 
‘have been a party to that measure of 1881 and 
‘have given the house the assurances which he had given, 
“if he had known that fiye years after its passing 
‘(those who introduced it would throw it over and enter 
‘spon a course which made its success absolutely umpos- 
‘sible, When those who had been the authors of the 
‘legislation of 1870 and 1881 had practically determined 
‘that that legislation should have no fixity and permanency 
‘there was no choice left but to make the best of the 
“ situation,” 

Lord Selborne would have cut off his right hand, and 
cast it from him, rather than haye agreed to Mr. Gladstone's 
legislation if he had known it was not to be final. A little 
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injustice he would commit, it seems: but to enter upon a 
policy to ruin the Protestant landlords, in order to be able 
to separate Ireland from England and make it an autono- 
mous Roman Catholic State, and a kingdom for the Pope 
when ejected from Rome? No; never! 

But what shall we say of Lord Salisbury? *‘ When once 
“the germ of an evil principle has been introduced!” Ts 
he alluding to Mr. Gladstone’s policy? But he was carrying 
out and extending that policy by means of his Land-Bill! 
When the germ of typhoid fever or of cholera has been 
introduced, what are you to do? Apply remedies to kill 
and remoye the germ; or, at least, to prevent it spreading. 
Oh, no! says Lord Salisbury; sit down, and clasp your 
hands in agony and despair, and cry out ‘it is impossible 
“to get rid of it!” 

What next? “ Adjudge to each man his fair rights.” 
But that would be the destruction of Mr. Gladstone’s legis- 
lation; the extermination of Mr. Gladstone’s typhoid or 
choleraic germ, You were defending yourself, my lord, 
agaist the indignant complaints of your own followers, and 
trying to induce them to agree to the Common’s exaggerated 
amendments to your Land Bill. That Bill, as you knew 
well, would go further than Mr. Gladstone’s Bill, in robbing 
and ruining the owners of landed property ; and you called 
it “adjudging to every man his fair rights’! You con- 
fessed that Mr. Gladstone had ‘“ departed from the sound 
“system from which good results had been formerly ob- 
“tained, and had entered japon an unsound one.’’ Very 
true; what then? Repent, and return from your evil ways ? 
Oh no, not at all! ‘develop and push on that unsound 
““principle”” is your remedy! ‘persevere in the path on 
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“which you had unfortunately entered.’ What if your 
son, as perhaps you have one, should have been beguiled and 
deceived by a swindler and sharper, and had taken shares, 
or made himself liable for large sums of money, and had 
unwittingly sanctioned practices of flagrant dishonesty? 
would you not say that he had ‘‘departed from the sound 
“system you had taught him and entered upon an unsound 
‘one?’ Certainly you would. And what advice would you 
give? Would yousay, “ Develop and push on that unsound 
‘principle;” “persevere in the path on which you haye 
‘¢onfortunately entered?” No, you would noi, assuredly, 
You may then be an excellent father of a family (although 
I doubt the wisdom, if it be true as reported, of sending to 
France for a Roman Catholic tutor for your sous); but you 
certainly are not av excellent statesman, nor a competent 
Premier. 

When Mr. Gladstone, in 1870 and in 1881, interfered in 
private coutracts between landlord and tenant, you were 
not slow in perceiving that it must result in confusion. 
Mr. Gladstone’s tangled web of disastrous and intricate 
policy had already come into such knots, that you pictured 
yourself as the Alexander who would draw his sword to cut 
the Gordian knot. But now your rusty weapon sticks in 
the sheath, and you become, instead, the weak and humble 
imitator of My. Gladstone. Your speech was “ painful 
reading,” as all your friends next morning exclaimed. 
They looked with anger on the thors and thistles which 
My. Gladstone had grown; and, with sorrow, not un- 
mingled with contempt, they saw you, with your coat off, 
busily digging and dunging them, in the hope that they 
would produce figs and grapes, That was the meaning of 
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your words: ‘* We departed from the principle of free con- 
“tract that existed, and made what was, in my judgment, 
“the very great mistake of giving fixity of tenure. When 
“we had once done that, it then became the responsibility 
“fof the State to see that those two persons, the landlord 
“and tenant, should bear relations which were in them- 
“selves jush towards each other,” 

Lord Salisbury had perhaps been deceived and bewildered 
by the flimsy fallacies of the Cimmerian Nationalists. 
“Prices haye just fallen (said they); the sums the tenants 
“could easily pay last year, they will find more difficult, 
“or at least unpleasant, to pay now; therefore, reduce the 
“rents again.” My, Chamberlain saw through the fallacy, 
and tore it like gauze. Here are his words (Limes, October 
14); ‘The Nationalist party was perfectly ready to accept 
“Mr, Gladstone's Land Bill. They did not hesitate to sive 
“their assent to a Bill which would compel every tenant in 
‘‘Treland to become the owner of his land on the basis of 
“20 years’ purchase of the old judicial rents ; although 
‘three months later these very men declared that the judi- 
“cial rents were absolutely impossible of payment.” Then, 
turning to the Land Act of Lord Salisbury, and the reyi- 
sion of the judicial rents, he said: « Gentlemen, do not 
‘think that such a provision as that is one of small im- 
“portance. It is really a tremendous provision. ‘T'’o break 
“ down the sanctity of a judicial rent fixed only a few years 
“ago by Act of Parliament was indeed to adopt @ principle 
“more radical than has ever been put before a British 
“ Flouse of Commons before.” 

The Bill of 1886, which Mr. Gladstone offered to the 
Nationalists, was joyfully accepted by them; yet it forbade 
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any interference with the rents which had been decreed in 
the Land Courts. Mr. Gladstone went ont, Lord Salisbury 
came in; and the Nationalist Irish, knowing that he is of 
softer and more squeezeable material, evied out that the 
judicial rents were excessive and ufterly impossible, because 
that prices had fallen since the summer of 1886. Lord 
Salisbury, with a smiling alacrity, gave way, Lord Balis- 
bury’s government have always been giving way. 

The 93rd clause of the Land Bill, as it left the House of 
Commons, provided that the Land Commission should take 
into consideration the difference of prices, between those of 
1887 and those of the six former years; and should detex- 
mine what alteration, if any, should be made in the judicial 
rents payable in 1887; and that the process should he re- 
peated in 1888 and 1889. Mr. Balfour read a letter, in the 
House, from the three and Commissioners, and said that 
such a provision ‘‘ would make the three chief commis- 
‘‘sioners a Triumvirate of Dictators, to settle interests of 
* sioantic magnitude.” When the Bill went back to the 
Lords, Lord Cadogan, on the part of the Goyerument, in- 
troduced words to relieve the commissioners from such a 
heavy responsibility, by declaring that alterations should be 
made strictly in accordance with the change of prices. Mr, 
Parnell at once declared that this strikes at the root of 
‘tthe settlement of the land question.’ Did not the cloven 
foot here appear? He had demanded a reduction of the 
judicial rents, on the ground that prices had lately fallen, 
and that the Land Courts, in fixing the rents, had never 
taken into account the possibility of their falling. Very 
well, gaid the Government, they shall be altered in accord- 
ance with any fallin prices that has taken place On, nol 


293 SCYLLA OR CHARYEDIS; wricH? 


Mr. Parnell exclaimed 3; thats a total change of policy on 
the land question, And go it ist a change from all your 
policy hitherto. That change may be just: but justice has 
never been an element in your policy. It would not ruin 
the landlords as quickly as a free license to tha Conunis- 
sioners to reduce all round in a, rough and ready fashion ; 
and the ruin of the Protestant landlords has, I suppose, 
always been the very principle of the policy of both 
Governments. This supposition receives additional proof, 
if any be required, from the fact that the Government 
again allowed themselves to be squeezed, and they * sur- 
“rendered the position on which the Land Bill had licen 
founded, and on which the consent of the majority of the 
“two Houses, to say nothing of the unfortunate Irish land- 
“lords, had been gained. The one and only reason for thig 
‘most serious step, this disturbance of a settlement solemnly 
“entered upon in 1881—only six short years ago—under 
‘the auspices of Mr. Gladstone, was that prices had fallen 
“since then to an extent that could not haye been foreseen 
“by the Land Commissioners.” —(Times, August 13,) 

The Economist showed that large crops and, consequently, 
low prices, are more profitable to the farmer than small 
crops and, consequently, high prices. Therefore an arrange- 
ment fo reduce the rents ag prices fall ig doubly beneficial 
to the tenant, and doubly unjust to the landowner. But that 
was exactly what Mr. Parnell appeared to have wanted. 

Having quoted the opinion of the Times and Economist it 
will only be fair to put into the Witness-box a witness fop 
Lord Salisbury, and to take note of his testimony ($2, 
James’ Gazetie, August 13): “This is byno means satis- 
“factory. The Government have alveady carried eonces. 
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“sions in the matter of revising rents very much further 
‘than their followers at large approve. Nobody is in the 
“least degree grateful to them for having done it. Yat they 
“make a further concession, of which the object can only 
‘the to endeayour to arrange # fresh compromise. It he- 
* comes necessary to inquire what reasons canexist for comi- 
«plying, even in part, with the demands of Mx. Parnell .. . 
“This habit of acquiescence in every suggestion of their 
* allies is trying the fidelity of their supporters, Personal 
‘enthusiasm is not stimulated by surrender; and if the 
‘impression spreads thaf surrender is made or contem- 
plated, the result is little less deplorable whether the im- 
“ pression is correct or not.” 

If the evidence of newspapers is not so weighty as that 
of distinguished membersof Parliament, let us hearwhat Mr. 
Qourtney, a Liberal Unionish and Chairman of Committees 
in the House of Commons, had to say (Times, October 14) : 

“We are in a preat muddle about Irish land, that is 
‘clear. We have been at ii a good many years, trying one 
‘thing and another, and we have not succeeded yet in 
“coming to anything which is very satisfactory. We tried 
ig, Bill in 1870, we tried another in 1880, and we passed 
‘another Bill this lash session, and there is still another 
“Bil tocome. The Bill first passed was.a Bill to prevent 
' people being turned out of their farms capriciously; the 
© Bill we next passed was a Bill to prevent people being 
« tamed out at all, so long as they paid their rents for 15 
“years; and to get their rents fixed, nob by agreement, but 
“by a judicial tribunal, You would have thought that a 
‘very atroug order to provide that a farmer should have his 
‘holding certam for 15 years at a rent mot to be fixed by 
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‘his landlord or himself, but to be fixed by a judicial com- 
“mission who should inquire what ought to be paid. But 
‘that has not answered very much better than the other. 
““ Now we have passed a Bill to geb rents fixed, even where 
“the people had agreed upon taking leases, and where the 
‘leases were running, The leases are broken and rents for 
“the remainder of the leases are to be fixed by the same 
“Judicial tribunal. In the same Bill we have provided 
“that if any man does not or cannot pay his rent, the 
‘landlord may be stopped from evicting him if he makes 
“application to the Court and the Court thinks there ig 
“reasonable ground for his not paying his rent. The same 
“ Bill provides that though the rent has been ones fixed by 
“the judges, yet during three or four years that rent may 
‘be reduced by the same judges if they take into account 
“a comparison of prices in those years with prices in the 
“years in which the rent was fixed; so that we have got 
“this position now, that the farmer in Ireland can get his 
“rent fixed by the judges, and, if after the rent is fixed, he 
“cannot pay it on reasonable grounds, he may apply to the 
Judges to prevent his being turned out; if prices fall very 
“low he may apply to those judges to get his rent altered 
“in relation to the prices; and yet, although all that has 
‘been done, the situation is not satisfactory. What is 
“suggested now is this—that instead of having landlords 
“and tenants we shall only have tenants who are to be 
“their own landlords. They are to buy out the landlords 
‘“somehow or other. Dual ownership is to be got rid of, 
“The landlords are to be paid somehow or other, aud the 
“tenants are to remain the owners of the land of which 
“they haye hitherto been the tenants.” 
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But perhaps Lord Salisbury threw Justice to the winds, 
and relegated political economy to the planet Saturn, and 
ruined the landlords by poverty, and the tenants by 
affluence, in order, at all costs, to pacify and conciliate the 
Romanist Tish. A competent statesman does not act uatil he 
is pratty sure of the success of his contemplatedaction. Let 
us see whether Lord Salisbury succeeded. Myr, John Dillon, 
M.P. (Limes, September 21) said: * When in September 
‘‘of last year we introduced a Bill inta Parliament asking 
“for the reduction of judicial rents, we were met by the 
"Tory Government—we were told by Lord Hartington, by 
‘Sir Michael Hicks-Beach, and by every one of tha Tory 
*‘leaders—that we had made out no cage for any reduction 
“of judicial rents, and one and all they pledged themselves 
“that they would wader no circumstances consent to reduce 
“Judicial rents. Lord Salisbury said it was a matter of 
“conserence and of the honour of the kingdom, that the 
‘honour of England was pledged to maintain these judicial 
*“yents. And, further, he said that if ander any couceiy- 
‘‘able circumstances the Government should be foreed to 
‘give a reduction in judicial rents, the people of England 
‘““syould be bound in honour to compensate the landlords, 
“That was the condition of things this time last year, 
“Then we invented a process of puttimg on a little pressure 
“(the Plan of Campaign), and I wish to mention a very 
“extraordinary fact, that Lord Salisbury, wha passes for a 
“highly honourable statesman, has swallowed his. con- 
‘‘science since then, He has consented to a reduction of 
*< the judicial rents, and he has not given any compensation 
‘to the landlords or anything of the sort, and he has not 
‘the slightest idea of giving it. This time last year the 
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“ery was ‘No reduction of judicial rents ;* and the Govern- 
“tment pledged themselves to give none. We tried a little 
“Trish coercion, and the result was that we got for the 
“three southern provinces of Ireland almost universal re- 
“ductions of judicial rents, varying from 25 down to 10 
“per cenb. . . . Have not we made Lord Aalisbury 
“swallow his words—made a Tory Government break from 
. “the landlords and compel them to adopt the principle of 
‘the reduction of judicial rents under law? It would be 
“difficult to put into figures the value to the farmers of 
“Treland of the policy which at last we have succeeded in 
“ foreing on the Government of accepting the principle of 
"the reduction of judicial rents.” 

Lord Salisbury has, therefore, not secured the gratitude 
of the Irish for ruining the landlords, on which we may 
suppose that he calculated. Why did he fail? Was his 
Land Act not so unjust, not so ruinous as the Tvish had 
fondly hoped it would be? Let us see what United Ireland, 
the newspaper of William O'Brien, Parnell, Davitt, Dillon 
and Co., the newspaper which incites to rebellion, the 
newspaper which gives publicity to the views of the 
Nationalist party, the newspaper which seems always to be 
hounding the people on to drink deep of Protestant blood,— 
had fo say of Lord Salisbury'’s Land Act, on the 25th of 
August (Times, August 28): “Forty-five or fifty per cent. 
“would have been a reasonable reduction (in rents). ‘They 
“(the tenants) will get that at least under any Imperial 
“administration of the new Land Act. They demand only 
“20 per cent. under the Plan of Campaign. . , . The 
“Tand Act has won the race. The tenant is sate. The 
*‘rack-renter (a generic term for landlords) is ruined.’ Ib 
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is instructive to watch the comments of the Times—that 
paper which has done more than all others to unveil the 
action of the National League and unearth the vermin 
politicians who promote it. In the leader of September Qnd, 
it thus explained their designs: “Concession appears to m- 
“crease their rage by adding somewhat to the difficulty of 
‘‘furbishing up a case; anda firm administration of the law 
“puis them nearly beside themselves with anger at the 
*‘difficulty of fomenting disorder, without falling into the 
**dangers of open rebellion. Although the» tenant's pro- 
*“pertiy in his holding has been made in many cages more 
‘valuable, and in all more secure than his landlord's, and 
‘although it has become a matter of the greatest) dificulty 
‘for the landlord to enforce the payment of the most 
‘moderate rent, Irish orators skill declaim about, ‘ exter- 
““minating and rack-renting landlords’ as if the feudal 
‘system of the twelfth century were still in force. What 
‘they are mortally afraid of now is that they may lose 
“their leverage upon the cupidity of the tenantry: before 
“they have provided for themselves by other political 
“arrangements. Hvery approach to a settlement of the 
“land question, unpreceded by the concession of Home 
“Rule in their sense, fills them with horror and alarm. 
“Archbishop Walsh does not find his arbitration proposal 
“very warmly taken up, simply because he has begun at 
“what the League regards as the wrong end.” 

Yes; United Ireland spoke the truth when it proclaimed 
that Lord Salisbury’s Land Act had won the race, and that 
the landlords were ruined. The St. James' Gazetie of 
September 9th mentioned an instructive fact. A landlord 
spent a fortnight in Dublin, seeking to raise a loan amount. 
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ing to one year’s rent of his property, and no capitalist 
could be found who would risk his money in such a venture! 
Yet the Hnglish and Scotch landlords have taken no alarm, 
—no, not even with the gentle reminder of Lord Salisbury’s 
Allotment Act—but they look calmly on while prommais 
ardet Ucalegon. Why did the Dublin capitalist consider 
that the whole estate of that landlord was not sufficient 
security for one year's rent of it. Because there is now 
‘no legal method by which a landlord can with certainty 
‘tyecover his rent.”” Any County Court judge has absolute 
power to decree that arrears of rent may be paid in as 
small instalments and extending over as many years as he 
likes. It matters not how clear the right of the landlord 
may be, nor how indolent and fraudulent the tenant may 
he, the County Court judge has unlimited discretion to act 
as he likes; and, as Mr. Gladstone and Lord Salisbury have 
appointed Nationalists to the County Courts, of what value 
is the landlord's just claim for arrears? Of no value; the 
estate is not a sufficient security for a loan amounting to 
one year’s rent of it. 

Nor is it the landlord alone who is ruined. British 
honour, British fair-dealing, the British name for truth and 
honesty are all likewise ruined. Ido not allude merely to 
the fact that the Act of 1870 was passed on a pledge that it 
should be final. Ido not confine myself to the fact that 
the Act of 1881 was passed on the word of honour of all 
the Ministers that it should be final; and that, moreover, 
it would result in benefit and not loss to the landlords ;—in 
redemption of which pledges some of the promoters pro- 
claimed their readiness to cut. off their right hands; although 
they have notias yet done so. Nor do I rest upon the fact 
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that the Land Aet of 1887 is merely a ‘‘ perseverance” in 
the evil course which Mr, Gladstone initiated. Tam think- 
ing of the Hneumbered states Court, where capitalists 
purchased estates with a Parliamentary title, amd so 
obtained them by Act of Parliament. Yet, by each of the 
above Acts they baye been swindled as grossly as unsus- 
pecting shareholders haye ever been swindled by unscru- 
pulous promoters, It was the State that sold the estates : 
and the State charged for the tenants’ improvernents there- 
upon (for which the purchaser paid so many years rental in 
addition), And now all the improvements have been filehed 
from the purchaser, together with more than half of the 
fee-simple of the estate, and upon no just or true cause 
shown. What then is the value of British honesty ? 

To make the best of disastrous legislation, let us calmly 
inquire, without flinching from the logical consequence, why 
injustice upon injustice has been done to the owners of 
landed property in Ireland? ‘We have lost severely. We 
have been told by United Ireland that we have been ruined 
on the political race-course by the Nationalish Menibers of 
Parliament, who, I suppose, are the blacklegs and welchers. 
Let us, then, at least have the satisfaction of knowing how 
it has all come about. It is yery apparent, so far as we 
can see, that there has been an intention, on the part of the 
Government, to ruin the Irish landlords, who are the main- 
stay of the union between Hngland and Ireland; and the 
backbone of Protestantism in all the country, now that the 
Church of England has neither hone nor sinew of Protes- 
tantism in it, but isa mere flabby mass of Ritualism and 
Romanistic imitation. But is it possible that the Govyern- 
ment, whether Mr, Gladstone or Lord Salisbury was Prime 
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Minister, could really desire, in spite of all their preten- 
tious denials, to separate Ireland, and makeit an autonomous 
Roman Catholic State and a snug home for an expelled 
and expatriated Pope? Do nob turn away through fear 
lest you should find out that this is really the case. Tf you 
will not believe me, yet consider at least the charge which 
that ultra-Tory paper, the St. James’ Gazette, brought, on 
September 16th, against Lord Salisbury : “ The landowners 
“trusted to the honour of England and the sanctity of 
“Bnelish law. They could not believe that the one would 
‘be bartered away to suit the exigencies of political par- 
‘ties, and that the other would be suffered to be trampled 
«under foot by a greedy peasantry, led on bya band of 
“ mercenary adventurers. When the landlords complain of 
‘the treatment they have received, there is no answer to be 
‘given to them. No body of men was ever more basely 
‘betrayed. . . . If the English people considered the 
“ egonomic condition of Ireland intolerable, and wished to 
yemedy it, they were free to do so; but they had no right 
‘to perform their charitable act at the expense of other 
“people. But we have said our say often enough on the 
“humiliating policy which legalized the plunder of the 
‘Trish landlords.” ‘ 

Oh, foolish English Peers! who hath bewitched you into 
believing that the communism, the revolution, the rum by 
law which you have sanctioned in Ireland, will not be 
revenged sevenfold in England? 1s it true that you care 
for none of these things, unless it be found to touch your 
own pockets? Yet you know this well enough—lf the 
Protestant landlords of Ireland should be ruined, the 
separation of Ireland from England will be a certainty ; 
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and if Ireland should be separated, it will assuredly he a 
Roman Catholic State. And if it be a Roma Catholic 
State on the flank of Kogland, do you think that England 
will have any power or be of the least account as a Protes- 
tant State? Can you answer any one of those questions in 
the negative? Tell me that, honestly and conscientiously ! 
You, as a mere party man, will of course be tempted to do 
so, with your tongue in your cheek. But try to rise: above 
party, into statesmanship,—even if you camnot rise into 
Christianity—and try to give an account to yourself of your 
reasons, 

Then ask yourself: Why did Lord Salisbury introduce the 
Land Act this year? He told you that be did so to remedy 
the injustice and the disastrous dual ownership invented, 
for his own political or Heclesiastical purposes, by Mr. 
Gladstone. No; Lam misquoting Lord Salisbury ; he did 
nob say that he did it to remedy the injustice, but to perse- 
vere in the course of injustice begun by My. Gladstone; to 
carry out that injustice, and extend the sphere of it. Lord 
Ralisbury is the antithesis of Balaam, the son of Beor, of 
Pethor in Mesopotamia, He had seen Mr. Gladstone intro- 
duce the Land Acts of 1870 and 1881, and had censured 
Mr. Gladstone loudly for unsettling the ‘final settlement," 
and for denying “the Parliamentary Title,’ and for break 
ing the pledges of national honor, so often made in order to 
wheedle the Irish landlords into giving their consent,—and 
in an eyil hour the landlords, saying they would ne’er eon- 
sent, consented. Then no one declaimed with a loftier 
eloquence or more caustic bitterness than Lord Salisbury, 
against the violation of existing contracts by Mr. Gladstone's 
Acts; and against the abolition of the very principle of free 
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contracts, which is at the foundation af all our commercial 
superiority. No one better than Lord Salisbury enlarged 
ov the iniquity of handing over, to the tenants, more than a 
half of the landlord’s fee-simple, as Mr. Gladstone did by 
his two Acts of Parliament. Lord Salisbury’s eloquence 
beguiled, and his bitterness deceived the people of Hngland. 
They voted for him and his supporters. He was given 
power to resist Mr. Gladstone's unrighteous policy, Alas! 
we had all forgotton how the elaborate despatch of April 1, 
1878, had evidently been written to beguile the people of 
the United Kingdom, and to hide his enormous and un- 
warrantable concessions, made over the dinner table, to 
Gount Schouvaloff, the Russian Ambassador. Alas! we 
were nearly all deceived by that despatch, in spite of Charles 
Marvin's important revelations! In the same way was 
Lord Salisbury, last year, put in power to resist, repudiate, 
and repeal Mr. Gladstone's policy. But as soon as he 
had gained power, he extended the mischief and multiplied 
the evil! He is a lind of topsy-turvy Balaam. The 
electors of England and Scotland and Ulster sent to him 
saying: Come curse me the man who is ruining the main- 
stay of the connection between Great Britain and Ireland ! 
Then I presume Lord Salisbury ran to seek divination of 
Cardinal Manning and Gardinal Newman, and Archbishop 
Croke; and he blessed Mr. Gladstone those three times. 
The Protestantism of England, on the other hand, has 
blessed the people of England, three times,—in 1588, 1688, 
and 1788,—saying us from the imminent danger and hope- 
lese condition we were in, at the close of the three eighty- 
sevens,—the three previous years. Those three redemptions 
of owr Protestantism were blessings and warnings. But 
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Lord Salisbury has blessed those nationalists whom the 
Lord had not blessed (because of their crimes); and cursed 
those Protestants whom the Lord had blessed. He is verily 
another Balaam ; and the witless landlords and drowsy Peers 
who trusted him,—and whom he has ‘‘basely betrayed,” 
are the ass on which Balaam rode; and which, in the per- 
son of the Harl of Brne, and the Duke of Argyle, have 
gently crushed Lord Salisbury’s foot against the wall of the 
House of Lords, by mildly expostulating against the Land 
Act, in unheeded eloquence. Let them beware! ‘The nable 
Marquis has muttered between his teeth: “If I had a 
sword in my hand, I would kill thee.’ 

Tf Lord Salisbury’s aim had been justice he would have 
caused the land to haye heen yalued by just and competent 
persous, without political bias; he would have ordered an 
impartial inquiry to be made as to the prevailing prices, and 
the rents which the tenants had contracted to pay ; so that, 
while attempting to be just to the tenants, he would not 
have defrauded the owners of landed property; while secur- 
ing, to the former, that to which they had a due claim, he 
would not have robbed the latter of that to which they had 
a lawful right. But what has he done? He has re-ap- 
pointed commissioners and sub-commissioners,—that is to 
say, the judges of the land courts, whieh Mr. Gladstone had 
appointed,—Nationalists and Roman Catholics, who must 
haye been pledged to the moyement for the extermination 
of the Protestant landlords; and wherever a vacancy has 
occurred, he has filled it up with the same bias, 

Before proceeding further, IT must turn aside to remove 
objections, which may haye arisen in the reader's mind, and 
may be preventing him from using his judgment on the 
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patent facts of the case. And first, I know that many 
Conservatives,—at least all the ‘‘old women” of the party,— 
will indignantly ask this question: “‘ Are we to be called 
«upon to believe that Lord Salisbury, who received power 
«fyom the electorate of Great Britain and Ulster to oppose 
+ Mr, Gladstone's policy, would, now that he has accepted 
‘the power and received the office of Prime Minister, use 
«them to further Mr. Gladstone’s policy? Impossible! ’’— 
Look to the facts, and then decide. But first, I must remind 
you that such a thing is not impossible, even in the rank of 
Prime Ministers. Such a thing has been perpetrated before. 
At the last election but one, Mr. Gladstone pleaded with the 
people of Great Britain to give him a majority, in or(ler to 
enable him effectually to oppose Parnell and Home Rule; 
while Lord Salisbury and Lord Randolph Churchill were af 
the same time intriguing with Parnell, and promising to 
support the Irish Nationalist policy. The result was that 
Trish members went to the large constituencies to canvass 
for the supporters of Lord Salisbury; and Lord Salisbury 
yveceived the Irish votes in Great Britain; while those who 
were adverse to Home Rule, the National League, and 
spoliation, supported Mr. Gladstone. Mr. Gladstone there- 
fore received the majority, and became Prime Minister, 
What did he do? he used that majority to support the 
Nationalist policy of Parnell, and brought in a Home 
Rule Bill, and a Land Bill, to which Mr. Parnell had given 
his approval. The Nationalists then broke their alliance 
and their faith with Lord Salisbury, and went over to Mr. 
Gladstone. ‘Thus, in 1885, Lord Salisbury was sent to bless 
the Parnellites, and cursed them; while Mr. Glacstone was 
gent to eurse the Parnellites, and blessed them, ‘We see 
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then that, even in'the rank of Prime Ministers, such things 
cai be perpetrated. 

But the old women of the party may reply that, although 
Mr. Gladstone might be guilty, yet Lord Salisbury is not 
a dog that he should do such a thing. I must remind them 
that, two years ago, no one would haye supposed that Mr. 
Gladstone could bring himself to commit such a deed ; but 
now you have had two years more experience: he obtained 
power to oppose Parnell, and used it to assist Parnell; and 
he followed Parnell; and brought in bis Home Rule Bills 
to please Parnell, Then why do you Stppose that Lard 
Salisbury cannot be doing the very same thing at this very 
moment, with the aid of his Roman Catholic Home Secre- 
tary, or of his extreme Ritualist Cabineb? Because 
“(the old women exclaim wno ore) ib would beso false and 
“treacherous.” Have you, then, forgotten the despatch of 
April ist, 1878, for which I cannot find any other object 
than to blind the people of Bngland, and to make them 
think that he had not entered into.an eminently treacherous 
compact with the Russian Ambassador, Count Schouvaloff, 
to survender Batoum to them, For he thus enabled them to 
tun the Caucasus, instead of having to march over that 
only pass, which was high and extxemely dangerous. ‘Three 
times I brought the matter before the louse of Commons, 
and Sir Stafford Northeote’s replies confirmed me in my 
view. Be thab as it may, Lord Salisbury’s alliauce with 
the Nutionalist party before the penultimate election, in 
which his chief lieutenant, the leader of the House of Com- 
mons, Lord Randolph Churchill, was the prompter and 
prime rover ;—that was not hidden, veiled, and dissembled 
by any bogus despatch. His alliance with the Nationalists 
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and his promotion of Nationalist ends were open and 
avowed, Why, then, is ib sa impossible that he should be 
playing the same game now ? 

Lord Salisbury’s extremely Ritualistic appointments in 
Church and State—such as that of Lord Alwyne-Compton as 
Bishop of Hly and Mr. W. J. Scott, late Curate of Prest- 
bury, to a Crown living at Hempton, near Pakenham, in 
Norfolk (which had to be cancelled because that Curate’s 
fommer Bishop refused an exequatur, while the Bishop of 
Norfolk refused induction, as the English Churchman jro- 
claimed),—such Ritualist appoimtments and Ritualist ben- 
dencies have been open and allowed. Has not bord 
Salisbury been a Ritualist for more than a quarter of a 
century? and is it not a fact that, falling on both knees 
to kiss Oardinal Newman's hand, does not seem abhorrent 
to his mind? Why has he nearly always appointed 
Nationalists and Roman Catholics to vacancies in Ireland, 
and persons of high Ritualistie or Romanizing tendencies, 
to vacancies in England? May it not be in consequence of 
such appointments thab there are, in Iveland, a number ot 
farms formerly leased at rentals below Griffith’s (the 
Government) valuation, which haye now been reduced in 
rent by 32 per cent., and are now held in perpetuity, by the 
tenants, on those conditions ? 

With regard to Lord Salisbury's appointments to the 
Land Commission,—that is to say the judges who are to 
decide between landlord and tenant, I may quote the 
ultra-tory paper, the St. James's Gazette, of August 17th, 
1887 : 

‘* Of the seventy-two gentlemen in question, uo fewer than 
‘'nixty-six were Liberals or Nationalists—men of whai may 
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‘“‘be called the tenants’ party, many of whom were notor- 
‘Jously ignorant of country affairs—while only six were 
** Conservatives.’ ‘Then the same able journal hinted that: 
‘the present Government does not exercise its power of 
“* selection for itself, and with a wider scope both as regards 
‘technical Inowledge and political professions, than when 
“the avowed enemies of Irish Jandlords held the reins of 
** power.” 

As a further illustration of Lord Salisbury’s policy, I may 
mention that the commissioners at present assigned to the 
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Chief Conunissioners. Reported Politics. Rat, 
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Purchase Act, 
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Edward Greer, Solicitor ... 
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J.F.Bomford ... ... ..| Protestant Conservative ... is 
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Antrim district consist of three Southerns (Romanisis, and 
I believe Nationalists), and one Northern. The former, 
accustomed to the wet pasture lands of the south, can haye 
no experience of the value of land in Ulster, and no know- 
ledge of the system of farming carried on there. It is most 
unjust to the landlords to send such men to Ulster. These 
commissioners, at the beginning of this October, delivered 
judgment, in a nwober of cases, in the County Down, 
reducing the rents by 40 per cent.,—the largest reduc- 
tions yeb made in that County. The fourth commissioner 
is from the County Tyrone, and is, fam told, an extreme 
fenant’s man. We learn by the Times of this morming 
(Oct. 20th) that the commissioners in Tipperary have made 
“sweeping reductions, the average abatement made in 
present rents being 41 per cent., and 29 per cent. below 
‘‘the Government valuation.’ On one estate the rents 
were reduced by 50 per cent. ; on another 49 per cent.; on 
a third, 42 per cent. 

Now I ask every one to endeavour to explain to himself 
the policy of Lord Salisbury, in thus ruining the Protestant 
landlords of Ireland, the mainstay of the connection between 
England and Ireland? What end and aim can he haye, 
except one (to which I will presently allude, more at large)? 
Tf there can be any other explanation, let us heavy it. Tt 
must be obseryed that it cannot he a sense of justice which 
impels him, nor a love for the tenants which moyes him. 
Because English tenants and Scotch Crofters, are quite as 
badly off as the Irish, and are far more respectable and 
industrious. Moreover their rents are very much higher. 
Yet Lord Salisbury has not moved a finger for them. I do 
not ask any one to accept this on my testimony. Hear 
what Mr. Chamberlain said (Zimes, October 15th.) 
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* At-a time of the greatest agricultural depression, when 
“the farmers of Great Britain are vainly strivmg to meet 
* their obligations, and when a great deal of the best land 
“in Hngland is lying fallow because it will not pay to wovk 
“it, I find by statistics that in Ulster there is yearly taken 
‘up an increasing quantiby of land forcultivation. If I had 
«the time to go further, if I were able to go west—for in- 
‘stance, to Donezal—I know I should find a different state 
‘of things; I know that on the wild western coast of this 
“island I should find a people struggling against unfavour- 
“table natural conditions, like their fellow-subjects, the poor 
“ erofters on the western islands and highlands of Scotland. 
“.,. Tsay, speaking generally, throughont Ulster we find 
“ thab, except where nature herself seems to interpose barriers 
‘to progress, there are everywhere signs of prosperity, of in- 
* dustry, of loyalty, which leave nothing to be desired, and 
“which contrast favourably even with any portion of Her 
‘Majesty's dominions. But these results have been ac- 
* complished under the same conditions, the same general 
« conditions, under the same law, under the same Govern- 
“ment which are said to press so hardly upon the pros- 
“<nerity of the rest of Ireland. ... But I say that these 
‘« defects, whatever they may be, do not account for the 
' difference between the state of things in the North and 
‘the South of Ireland, If you want an explanation of that 
‘vou must go further, and then you will find that there are 
‘two Irelands. There is an Iveland which is prosperous 
‘and loyal and contented, and there is an Ireland which is 
‘miserable and dissatisfied and continually under the 
‘control and leadership of agitators who profit by the dis- 
“turbance that they create,” 
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Nor yet has Lord Salisbury been influenced by a desire 
to get rid of the ‘dual ownership,’ which Mr. Gladstone 
ereated in 1881. For the Marquis of Conyngham, a few 
days ago proposed that: 

‘Tf we are to have a Purchase Bill, why have a one-sided 
“Bill? Why should not the Government advance money 
‘for landlords to purchase out the tenancies at a rate of 
‘interest similar to that at which they would be prepared 
‘to lend money for the tenants to purchase? The Govern- 
‘*ment would not be losers thereby.” 

That was the proposal of the Marquis of Conyngham ; 
what response did it meet with from the Marquis of Salis- 
bury? No better one than the proposal of Mr. Haldane, to 
stave off the evil day of the landlords’ ruin, by reducing the 
burdens on the land. If Lord Salisbury's aim is to ruin 
the landlords, and so cnt off the connection between Hng- 
land and Iveland, then his refusal is intelligible, but not on 
any other hypothesis. 

Ts it doubted that the Protestant landlords of Iveland are 
the mainstay between England and Tveland? Hear the 
Right Hon. John Morley, My. Gladstone’s Secretary for 
Treland and an ardent Home Ruler; hear what he said at 
the end of September. He asserted, at Newcastle, that the 
Trish landlords are the only class in the country opposed to 
separation and to the league. Here are his words : 

‘Who are the landlords, according to the Tories? The 
‘landlords, they tell us, again and again, are the one seb of 
‘friends in Iveland that the English connection possesses. 
“Therefore the Tory policy ai this moment consists in a 
‘measure for buying out and remoying the only friends of 
“the English connection.” 
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Let us call a witness on the other side, and see what the 
Tins has to say (September 28th) : 

“The elimination of the land question from the scope of 
‘the Irish Loyal and Patriotic Union, in 1887, which was 
+ insisted on by Mr. T. W. Russell, M.P., has proved fatal 
“to the interest of landowners. Had the Irish Loyal and 
“Patriotic Union bravely recognised that an attach on the 
“landowners was in reality only another form of attack on 
“the Union; if they had educated public opinion in Eng- 
“land on the Irish land question from January to July im 
“the present year, the Land Act would never have under- 
“wone those extraordinary vicissitudes which disheartened 
“Trish Loyalists and damaged the reputation of the Gavern- 
‘‘ment,.”’ If those who belonged to that Patriotic Union would 
ask themselves who persuaded them to eliminate the land 
question, they might learn prudence for the nonce; and if 
they would further ask what clever officials and “moving 
spirits*’ put them wrong on other occasions, they would be 
wiser in future, 

Again, 1 ask, what possible motive, except one, could 
Lord Salisbury have had in endeavouring to ruin the Irish 
Protestant landlords, the mainstay of the connection 
between England and Ireland ? 

A report bas been most industriously spread, among the 
nuinformed, that Lord Salisbury, even with the immense 
majority at his back, had no option, but was compelled by 
the Liberal Unionists to pass the Irish Land Act in its 
present shape. Let us ask the Marquis of Hartington, who 
spoke for the Liberal Unionists, as their recognised and 
able leader at the Liberal Unionist Banquet to Lord 
Hartington on August 5th, 1887: 
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«No doubt the Goyernment haye been mainly responsible 
‘for the land legislation which they have introduced, but I 
‘am quite ready to acknowledge that we were consulted 
‘with regard to that legislation. We were not, of course, 
“yesponsible for the details, but as to the principle on which 
‘it was founded we were consulted, and I am quite ready to 
“admit that we believed and hoped that it would not be neces- 
“sary in the present session, pending the introduction of 
« larger and wider measure, to adapt a principle so full of 
“ yisk and danger and so pregnant with possible inconveni- 
“ence and difficulty in the way of passing a great land 
‘ purchase scheme for Iveland, as the principle of the revi- 
‘sion of judicial rents payable by solyent tenants. ; 
«|. We hoped, we believed, that the principle of the 
equity clauses, and still more of the bankruptcy clauses, 
‘of the Land Act would give ample and satisfactory relief 
“in the case of the insolvent tenants, and indirectly we 
“believed that the position of the insolvent tenants and 
‘(their incapacity to deal with their landlords and make 
“equitable arrangements with their landlords would be 
‘‘sreatly strengthened by the measure as omginally pro- 
‘eposed.” 

So said the Marquis of Hartington. Moreover, the ap- 
parent surrender of justice and absence of judgment, on the 
part of Lord Salisbury (if it be not that his judgment was 
actively employed to attain the end which I attribute to 
him), did not please any of the Liberals throughout the 
country. Even Mr. Goschen, Lord Salisbury’s Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, was disgusted with it, if we may judge 
from his powerful invectives in the House of Commons, 
when he utterly denounced the principle of revising the 
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judicial vents. As for the Conservative followers of Lord 
Salisbury, they hotly resented what they regarded as the 
indecent and uncalled for surrenders of principle by Lord 
Salisbury. 

Again, it has been pretended that the Trish party im the 
House of Commons is so strong that, with the followers of 
Mr. Gladstone, they are nearly a mateh for the Conserva- 
tives and Liberal Unionists combined. A reference to the 
divisou lists of the House will show that, on every important 
question, up to the time of the bitter discontent of the Con- 
servative party after the passing of the Land Bill, Lord 
Salisbury could safely count on a majority of more than a 
hundred. 

Moreover, if is only fair to recall how it came io pass 
that the Irish National Party is.as strong as itis? J must 
first establish a fact by reference to the speech of Mr. 
Ohamberlain in the Times of October 12th : 

«There is nothing to my mind so surprising, I would 
“even say so unnatural, as the neglect, the apathy, and 
‘the ignorance which a large portion of the Liberal party 
‘tin England and Scotland have shown as to the honest, 
“right, just, and proper claims of their co-religionists and 
“ fellow-countrymen. ‘Let us just look at the simple facts 
‘ofthe ease. Ireland has a population of about 5,000,000; 
‘©of that number 3,000,000, or it may be 3,500,000, desire a 
‘‘oypat experiment, which is strenuously resisted by the 
“yemainder. But this minority of 1,500,000 or 2,000,000 
‘is not an ordinary minority. Itis a minority which m- 
¢lndes almost all the cultivated intelligence of the country. 
‘« Tt includes the greatest part of its enterprise and a large 
‘proportion of its wealth. It embraces almost to 4 man 
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‘the Protestant population. It includes eyery one of 
Scottish or English birth or descent. Ib is connected, 
‘‘therefore, by ties of race, and religion, and sympathy, 
‘with the greater nation of which it is proud to form a 
4‘ part. Ibis loyal and law-abiding. It boasts of its share in 
‘the history of the United Kingdom, every page of whose 
‘annals has been illustrated by the valour and genius of 
‘your citizens. I am not going to pursue the comparison ; 
‘it would be invidious to contrast the composition and the 
‘character of the majority. But I ask myself, How comes 
‘(it that a minority so important in its numbers, so mfluen- 
‘tial, entitled to so much respect from the nature and 
‘character of its claims, is actually put aside and treated 
“eas if of no account in the discussion of proposals by which 
“(it is to transfer its allegiance to a domination which 1t 
“has good reason to dread and distrust; while the noisy 
*elaim of the majority—a bare majority—is suffered to 
“pass as the only true view of Ireland? Gentlemen, I 
+*think I can find one reason which may explain, although 
“TI do not say that it justifies, this disproportion in the 
“estimate between the respective claims of loyalty and 
‘sedition. Loyalty in the House of Commons—Irish 
* loyalty—is represented only by 17 votes ; and sedition, on 
‘the contrary, enjoys a majority of 86 votes. Eyen in 
«« Ulsber—even in the provinee in which I am speaking— 
‘out of 33 members, the Loyalists, can only secure 16. 
«The majority of one is counted on the other side to the 
« Parnellite or Nationalist party. Now, I think, it is pos- 
“sible under these circumstances that careless observers 
‘may argue from such a predominant majorily in the House 
“cof Commons, that there is only an insignificant minority 
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“in the country; and, as that is a matter of very greah im- 
“portance, I have been following an illustrious example—t 
‘“haye been pursuing some studies in the science of political 
“meteorology. Ihave been investigating some of the elec- 
‘tions, and certainly I haye come to some conclusions 
‘which go far to modify the result of a cursory inspection 
“ofthe returns. I find, in the first place, that in Ulster, 
‘in 1886, 26 seats were contested with the result that 13 
“ Parnellites and 13 Loyalists were returned, but that the 
“votes given for the 13 Parnellites were 73,000, while the 
votes given for the 13 Unionists were 89,000. So that with 
“a majority of the Unionists of 20 per cent. there was actu- 
“ally a tie in the result of the election. Well, then, I find 
“that the total electorate of Ulster averages 8,084 for each 
“of its 33 seats; bub the average electorate for the rest of 
“Treland averages only 6,987. In other words, seven 
“ Nationulist siipporters im the South of Trelwnd count for as 
“yood as eight Loyalists in the province of Ulster. Well, 
“Jet us go a step further from this, Jf Ulster were treated 
as the vest of Ireland ts, and if tt retuned its members in 
** proportion to the number of the voters, then Ulster would 
“have 38 members, of whom 21 would be Loyalists and 17 
‘ Parnellites, instead of the present arrangement, in which, 
‘with a majority of Loyalist votes, there is a minority of 
‘**Loyalistmembers, Now, I really think thatis a matter 
“which requires a little explanation and atbention. I ap- 
“pears fo me that there may even be a suspicion of yerry- 
“mandering in these figures, and that at all events the 
"Joyal people of Ulster ought not to rest until there has 
‘‘heen such a revision of the distribution of political power 
“as would, at all events, give them their fair share and their 
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‘fair proportion of the return to Parliament. ...+14+- 
“J find that the votes given were 997,000 Parnellites and 
8,000 Unionists, or about 3% to 1. But the members re- 
<< turned were 65 to 5, or 13 to 1. Then, in 1886, 32 seats 
“-aveye contested. The votes were 96,000 Parnellites and 
«98,000 Loyalists, or a slight majority of Loyalists, and yot 
«« for these same seats the return shows 19 Parnellites and 13 
“ Loyalists. A majority of sia of the seats tené to the 
& Parnellites, while the Unionists had a majority of 2,000 a 
the votes. Lastly, I find that in 1885 the number of 
«« Paynellite votes polled was only half the number of the 
«electors on the registerin the constituencies contested. 
4: Yet the party which only commands half the total runber 
‘cof the voles of ihe electorate vs able to return jive-sizths of 
‘the members of Parliament. Now, 1 think you will agree 
“with me that there is very considerable importance to be 
‘attached to these figures. You will remember that Mr. 
« Gladstone has himself told us, again and again, that he 
+ was led to give up the whole programme upon which he 
“had fought the election of 1885, and to undertake this 
‘yexed question of Home Rule, by the fact that 86 Par- 
‘ nellite members in fayour of Home Rule were vetimmed 
‘to the Parliament of 1886.” Mr. Chamberlain might well 
have added that ,the voting strength of an enlightened 
citizen of London is only three-fifths of that which has been 
given to a Romanist Moonlighting peasant of Clare ; and 
that five millions of ignorant peasants in Ireland return 105 
members to Parliament; while the same number of citizens 
in London send about 60 members to the House of Com- 
mons. Nor wasthis result desired by the people of Great 
Britain on the ground that the Irish members are sure to 


GLADSTONE OR SALISBURY ? 47 


be far superior m intellect, acumen, and moral character, to 
the members for the constituencies of Great Britain. Foi, 
as Lord Salisbury stated at Oxford, on Noy. 23: ''T have 
‘colleagues in that House upon whose bodies, and, indeed, 
“‘upon whose souls I can sec the effect of the tortures which 
‘the ingenuity of the 86 members from Ireland has in- 
““vented. I have never experienced it myself, but Iam told 
“that there is nothing more terrible than to go in night 
‘‘after night and to hear the same speakers, the same 
‘‘Inanities, the same yituperation expressed in the same 
““brogue. The strongest and sternest minds and the best 
“compacted hodies are wearied out before this constant 
“torture. Now, I object yery much to having colleagues 
‘used up by a process of this kind. Any one of them is 
“worth the whole 86 Irishmen put together,”* 

Mr. Chamberlain stated the facts, but he did not in 
quire into the cause of the manifest and outrageous in 
justice done to the Protestants of Ireland: nor who it was 
that perpetrated the “ gerrymandering” which gave to the 
Rornan Catholic Parnellists such a preponderating power, 
How was this effected? Who brought it about? Before 
Mr, Gladstone's Reform Bill, there was a strong feeling 
throughout the country that Ireland should be omitted 
frant the measure which was then impending. That { eeling 
was oyerborne by Mx, Gladstone, who was then in power. 
There were, ab that time, twenty-two Parnellite members, 
and they had been found, to a man, to be obstructive, 
garrulous, unjust, Billingsgate-slang members. Mr. Glad- 
stone introduced his Bill, giving to Ireland a great mcrease 
of such Parnellite members. It was far beyond the propor- 
tion as to population, which was assigned to England and 
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Scotland, and he defended it by the most ridienlous argu- 
ments, He said that the number of members should be in 
proportion to the distance of the constituency from London! 
This was severely eriticised. If the criticism had been 
much longer permitted, the Bill would have been thrown 
out. What was then to be done? Lord Salisbury, Mr. 
Gladstone, Sir Stafford Northcote, and Lord Hartington, 
met at around table, and agreed upon the provisions of the 
Bill. They further determined that each leader should 
prevent all amendments from bis own party, and that the 
Bill should be passed intact. It was to be imposed, with- 
oub amendment, on both houses of Parliament. Such an 
unconstitutional proceeding had never been heard of, since 
the birth of the House of Commons in 1215 a.p. It was, 
then, that illegal quadruple conclave or cabal which forced, 
on the two reluctant branches of the legislature, that Bill 
which increased the Ivish nationalist members from twenty- 
two to eighty-six; and which enabled the ignorant dregs of 
the people in Ireland to air their revolutionary schemes in 
the House of Commons, and obstruct the legitimate action 
of the House, by upwards of 2,000 speeches in the session. 
How was it that Lord Salisbury and Mr. Gladstone could 
agree to such an unconstitutional and mischievous act, 
unless they had some common end in view? With com- 
placency they must both have prophetically contemplated 
tho obstruction and blackguardism of the future Trish mem- 
bers, because that their conduct might then be supposed 
to wring from ministers the most unwarrantable concessions 
to the Romanists. Ib might at leash serve as an excuse 
to the government for their apparent weakness in yielding 
to prolix and scurrilous importunity, 
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But is there any excuse for the madness of putting a 
preponderating power in the hands of the most ignorant 
and illiterate of the people, at a time when Ireland was 
already seething in the cauldron of revolution, unless a 
religious reyolution was the consummation much desired 
by the heterogeneons quadruple alliance? The ignorance 
and illiteracy of the Irish electorate is appalling (unless 
indeed it is, that the tyranny and intimidation by the 
Romish priests and National Leagne is so dreadful that 
many prefer to be accounted as illiterate by the poll-clerks, 
rather than incur a suspicion by their priest of voting 
honestly). Froma Parliamentary return of the general elec- 
tion of 1885, the following figures have been compiled, If 
unust be borne in mind that whenever a man declares that 
he cannot. read or write, the room is cleared of all except 
the voter, the presiding officer, and the polling agent of 
each candidate (the polling agentfof the national candidate 
being generally the parish priest). The voter is then asked 
for whom he yotes, and his yote is accordingly recorded. 
The following are the figures — 
Ss eC OS 


= . | Number of Electors 
Name of Constituency. N air Po who declared 


themselves illiterate. 
———— 








South Donegal 2s, es. ons ea aes 6466 3,388 
Ossory Division of Queen’s County ... 4,310 2,113 
POW ONE css ese css site p abeni wed 5,088 2,825 
Bobth Mayo in. 60 sen ccs cca cos 5,168 2,286 
West Waterford ... 4,199 1,408 
ACEP RR ARR Ae ye. aa a 5,020 1,985 
South Kerry... 0... oe. HES A ere 3,004 1,345 


a 

It will be observed that they refer to Romanist districts. 

In Protestant districts the illiterates are comparatively few. 
4 
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As to the general election of 1886 (House of Commons 
return, No. 46, Session 2, September 21, 1886), we find 
the following facts :— 


No, of Votes polled. No. of illiterates. 
Scotland ... eke 358,116 axa 4,836 
Treland =... ise 194,994 as 94,722 
England .-.- owe 2,416,272 rat 38,087 


We must bear in mind that, in the large towns of England 
and Scotland, there are numbers of Irish voters who have 
contributed to the tale of illiterate yoters in those countries. 
Let us look at one more proof of the illiteracy of the Roman 
Catholic Irish, before we pass on. Of the Roman Catholies 
who were married in Seotland im 1871, 46°06 per cent. 
of the men, and 61-72 per cent. of the women could not 
sign their names. Thus we may judge of the electors to 
whom the quadruple alliance secretly agreed to give the 
preponderance of power. 

What a farce it is to speak of the voice of the Dish 
people! What folly to mention the free choice of the Irish 
people! or rather what duplicity and wickedness there was 
in all those who caballed and agreed to give power to such 
persons in order to breed a revolution which should force 
the separation of Treland from England, so as to make of 
the former an autonomous Roman Catholic State! The 
poor ignorant creattires are not to be blamed; becanse if 
they had not voted, or not voted as they did, they would 
have been boycotted, ruined, beaten, shot in the legs, and 
put to inconceivable tortures in this life, and would have 
received the anathemas of the priests and threats of eternal 
dammation in the world to come. 

The mass of illiterates are found in the Roman Catholic, 
and not in the Protestant districts, Here, again, 1 must 
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quote Mr. Chanrberlain’s speech in the Times of October 12: 
—An impartial person naturally “would inquire whether 
‘Ulster, which has more than a quarter of the area of Tre-. 
“Jand and more-than a third of the population, is blessed with 
‘*a, different government, or is subject to other laws than 
‘“those which have this baneful effect on the rest of Ireland 
“and if not, he would perhaps go on to inquire why Ulster 
“is upon the whole prosperous and contented and loyal ? 
“why she is all this with a soil which is more sterile and 
“with natural conditions certainly nob more advantageous 
‘than those of the rest of the kingdom? and how it is she 
**has become, in a country mainly given over to agricul- 
“tural pursuits, the seat of a gigantic industry and suc- 
“cessful commerce? How is it she rivals, in her peaceful 
“ enterprise and industry, in her progress and in her loyalty, 
“the most favoured districts in Her Majesty’s dominions ? 
* How is it that Belfast continues to increase and multiply, 
“while Cork and Waterford decline?” 

He continued by showing that Ulster must do all in its 
power to defend itself against Mr. Gladstone and his Home 
Rule: 

“Tt will not be for the first time in our history that 
“ Ulster has played this distinguished part. Once before, 
“nearly 200 years ago, in a remote corner of Ulster and 
“ behind the walls of Derry, a few brave and resolute men 
“rolled back the tide and saved Ireland from a thraldom 
“worse than any foreign tyranny.” 

Why is it, indeed, that Ulster is so much more thriving, 
peaceful, contented and educated than all the rest of Ireland, 
although its soil ismore sterile and its climate much colder ? 
Mr, Chamberlain knew very well the reason; but it was 
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unnecessary to utter it, becatise his hearers were thoroughly 
conversant with the answer. He let it be plainly under- 
stood what he thought, when he alluded to the glorious 
defence of Derry against the Papists of James IT., and 
recommended Ulster now to imitate the example of those 
“few brave and resolute men, who rolled back the tide (ot 
“Romanism), and saved Ireland from a thraldom worse 
«than any foreign tyranny.” Why then, I ask again, did 
the quadruple cabal give to the degraded Romanists the 
preponderance of power. 

Tt ig not alone in industry and thrift, and energy and 
learning, and the political virtues, that the Protestant 
districts are superior to the Roman Catholic; but also ut 
moral sense and elevation of charactor. Still more is this 
the casé now than it was a few years ago. Because the 
agitation, and the boycottings, and moonlightings, and 
shocking cruelties to animals and men, and all the savage 
and cowardly murders, have still further darkened the 
moral sense and degraded the character of the Romanists 
in Ireland. 

Public opinion is modified and shaped for long periods by 
the influences, nore or less strong, of religion, Religion 
makes the laws and usages of society, and points oub the 
principles which fire to be held im reverence. When reli- 
gion is held in honour, then, eyen among those who 
know or cave little about religion, truth will be maintained 
and moral character will be respected. This will be 80, 
not because such conduct is enjoined by divine precept, but 
because the eustoms of society enforce it, Right principles 
are then in the ascendant, because those persons are 
shunned who disregard them. Thus veligion extends its 
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Hood influence far beyond the sphere of its votaries. But 
when amen, on the other hand, see contracts broken, 
promises disregarded, falsehoods spoken, and oaths con- 
sidered to be without binding force ; when these things are 
done without « rebuke being uttered, without punishment 
being awarded, and no shame, even, attaching to the delin- 
quent; then they think no scorn of adopting any character 
which may be profitable for gain, although destructive of 
honour; and when impunity is secured by intimidation and 
perjury, when the rules of malefactors triumph oyer the 
laws of the land, then the contagion spreads with ever 
increasing rapidity and virulence. The unwritten laws of 
the conspiracy are effectually substituted for the statute laws 
of the country and the etermal laws of God; and the nation, 
ready debased and degraded, cannot be restored except 
by coercion, violence and bloodshed, and the fearful 
remedy of terrible and heart-rending example. 

Whenever vice becomes familar, it ceases to be repulsive. 
The instincts of an honourable nature are shocked at the 
first step in vice. But there is always some plausible 
sophistry to induce an honourable man to utter the first 
falsehood. The next lie is then easier, and every suc- 
ceeding lie is a new link in the chain which binds the 
slave to a course of evil. He.soon loses the restraint 
which hononr imposes, and conscience renders obliga- 
tory. Without lying, no man can indulge in other 
crimes. His first step in degradation is “going astray, 
speaking lies.” When a man has lied, he is the slaye of 
wmother man, priest or layman, who is aware of the lie, 
and has it in his power to divulge the shame. At one time 
every gentleman in England would sooner have been 
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smitten with the plague, than be guilty of a lie. But now, 
Premiers and Cabinet ministers glory in the adroitness with 
which they can parry inquiry and deceive the nation. A lie 
is no longer an ineffaceable dishonour, and inflicts no dis- 
qualification. It is borne into places of the highest trust, 
and may be displayed without shame or reproach. The 
usages of society permit falsehoods, and ritualistic religion 
no longer gives sanctity to an oath. With adroit mendacity, 
every other crime may be practised with safety ; and where 
no shame clings to falsehood, none adheres to any other 
vice or crime. Why is this? Because our Christianity is 
no longer Evangelical and Protestant, but is Ritualistic or 
half Romanist, With how much greater force do these 
remarks apply to Ireland, where there is the Roman religion 
undiluted—the Roman religion which pretends to sanction 
perjury, claims to give dispensations for every crime, and 
proclaims that a murderer is no murderer if his victiin be a 
heretic. 

Let us appeal to facts, and dry statistics in support of the 
statement that Roman Oatholics are more eriminally in- 
clined than Protestants. Let us compare the acbual crim- 
inality of Roman Catholics and Protestants. We will 
commence with other countries far apart from the present’ 
conflict of passions in Iveland. Of the population in 
Ontario, Canada, 16°68 per cent. are Roman Catholics ; 
ye 52:22 of the convicted criminals are Roman Catholics, 
and 35°77 of the abandoned women, who ave in prison, are 
Roman Catbolies; while 73°51 per cent. of abandoned 
women in Magdalen asylums and penitentiaries are Roman 
Catholics. In Victoria (Parl. Report, C 4,404 of 1885) only 
three tenths of the population are Roman Catholics, yeb 
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they contribute more than half the criminals. In New 
South Wales, we find that :* 
_  _ 


Maces. Fem aves, 





In every 100 In every xos) 
of the [In _every 100 of the jin every roo 


Population, | Prisoners. | Population, | Prisoners. 














Protestant® 6.0 ose asx 68 61 69 45 
Roman Catholics ... ... 27 47 29 Bt 
Other persuasions ... ... 5 Z 2 1 


ee 
that is: although only 27 per cent. of the population are 
Roman Catholics, they furnish 47 per cent. of the male 
prisoners, and 54 per cent. of the female. 

In the United States of America (monthly paper of the 
National Education League for 1876, formed on the pre- 
ceding census) it appears that the Roman Catholic schools, 
and the non-sectarian schools respectively furnished in every 
10,000 of the population : 





Romanist Schools, Non-Sectarian Schools. 
Tliterates ... aa 1400 jae ose 350 
Paupers ... Ae 410 we Fer 170 
Oriminals ... ie 160 wy aap. 76 


Thus it appears that to teach no religion at all is better 
than to teach the religion of Rome. 

In England and Scotland, the Roman Catholics are only 
one-fourteenth of the population; and yet, of the boys and 
girls confined in reformatories, one-fifth are Roman Catholics. 
In England, the re-conyictions of those who had conie out 
of reformatories were as follows : 


Protestant Reformatories. Romanist Reformatorics. 
Boys “Fe 10 per cent, tas 22 per cent. 
Girls tam 5 * a: 6 “1 
IN ScoTLAND— 
Boys oe 12 * ow 33 " 
Girls ene 2 ne ies Baw 


SS 
* T am indebted to the kindness of A, H. Guioness, Esq., of the 
Protestant Alliance for compiling many of these statistics, 
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From a Parliamentary report (No. 4,796 of 1886) the 
following table has been compiled : 


Down we we 
Antrim .. «+ 
Armagh ... ++ 
PYPOME «+e ere 


Monaghan 


Cayau «+ es 
Londonderry... 
Kildare ... 


Galway ... 


Westmeath a 
Limerick Wea 


Tipperary 


King's County | 


Olaré 5% 


Kerry a 
Carrick Fergus 


Galway Town 


Belfast ... «+. 
Cork City ... 
Drogheda  ... 
Dublin .. +, 


et ol 


be 
oe 


Serious 
offences in 


27 


29 


I He 
BAW FORADHNE SH 


Se eeoe 


= Fs 6S C8 ser bp Pe. 
EASON 


pares 








Total 
criminal 
offences 


convicted. 


233°5 
189 
S475 
298°5 
3219 
2985 
8293 
4907 
3188 
6157 
3994 
429-2 
8420 
A187 
4810 
2170 
93879 
678"1 
900°5 
5783 
16151 








Population are 
248,190 | 171,500 
227'729| 176,139 
163,177| $7,408 
197.719 | $7,926 
12748 | 27,0a4 
199,476 | 24,791 
164.991| 9L717 

75,804| 9,869 
922.504 6,190 
71,798 5,597 
142,070| 4,496 
199,612] 11,497 
72,832 7,812 
Vit4n7| 2,949 
201,089 6,757 
10,009} —S,B40 
19,171 1,718 
208,122 | 148,147 
0,124; 11469 
12,207 ogd 
240,102 | 48,828 





Romanists 


76,640 


61,590 
75,709, 
109,798 
102,748 
104,685 
TA,274 
65,485 
216,035 
66,201 
137,574 
188,115 
68,040 
138,505 
14.283 
1,169. 
17,463 
HUTS 
68058 
11,813 
200,774 


SS eee 


We must bear in mind that the above return yelates to 
convictions, and we all know how much easier it is to 
procure a conviction in the Protestant districts, than im the 


Romanist. 


yom the same report the following has been compiled :— 
In the following Protestant counties the proportion ot 
the police to the population is the smallest -— 


Population, 
Antrim ws Lin every 10,000 227,729 
Armagh tes Ae 163,177 
Down Sere 218,190 
Londonderry 11 164,991 
‘Tyrone wae 12 197,719 


Protestants. 


ws | T1G:139" ase 
Sh, .BTAGS) ee. 


171,000... 


oes. DUTT «ccs 


Roman 
Cavholics, 
51,490. 
75.709 
76,090 
T8274 


87,926... 109,798 
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In the following Romanist counties the proportion of 
police is the largest :— 


Galway ++» 33 Im every 10,000 222,834 .,. 6,199 ... 216,635 


Westmeath ... 43 ‘ 71198 .. 5,697 .2. GB20L 
Limerick — \.. 38 : 142,070 <. 4.496... 187,574 
SERETER shies af ” 199,612 ... 14497 188,115 
King’s County 35 : 72,852 ... 7,813 .. 65,040 


Father Nugent, the Roman Catholic prison Chaplain of 
Liverpool, says in his report, that during the year 1875, 
13,683 prisoners had passed through the borough gaol. Of 
these, 9,397 were Roman Catholics and 4,386 were Pro- 
testants. Yet in the 759,000 population of Liverpool, there 
were only 150,000 Roman Catholies. If the Romanists 
were no worse than the Protestants, Jews, Turks, and in- 
fidels, which fori the rest of the population, the Romanists 
would seud only 1,000 convicts to prison, iustead of 9,000. 
This fact is the more instructive when we bear in mind 
the Rev. Mr. Nugent's statement, that the Roman Catholic 
convicts “are well instructed in the principles of their 
“religion ;"’ so that it is not a want of knowledge of their 
religion which causes the crime, but rather the knowledge 
and practice of the Roman religion which causes crime; and 
this is borne out by the fact that Carey, and Frank Byrne, 
and Ford, and the like, are, and have always been, very 
deyout and assiduous in their Romanist worship. 

The Catholic Times of April 17, 1885, says of the Liver- 
pool borongh prison, that of 91,324 cominittals, 13,676 
were Roman Catholics. Of 12,367 men who wete con- 
fined in that prison, 7,237 were Roman Catholics > and of 
8,957 women in the prison, 6,439 were Roman Catholics ; 
whilst the Protestants and all other denominations, who 
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are five times as numerous, furnished only 5,130 male 
prisoners and 2,518 females. The daily average of pri- 
soners, throughout the year, are 633'45 Romanists, to 827°52 
of all othex denominations. 

Again, Father Nugent, in his address at the League Hall 
ou November 11, 1886, as reported in the Catholic Times 
next day, said, ‘nine out of every ten of the girls which 
“are seen at night along London Road, or Lime Street, 
«are Catholics. There is no use hiding it, The sisters 
«of Notre Dame had 15,000 of those girls under their 
“charge.” 

According to a Parliamentary return for 1872, there were 
34,182 criminals in the Scotch gaols, of which 10,748 were 
Roman Catholics, although less than one-eleventh of the 
population of Scotland are Romanist. In other words ; 
while one in every twenty-seven Roman Catholics is a 
criminal prisoner, only one in every 132 of all other de- 
nominations is a criminal in prison. Further, if the Ro- 
manists were not more criminal than the Protestants, their 
prisoners would be 3,920, instead of 10,740. Sir Richard 
Cross, the Home Secretary, declared in the House of Com- 
mons on July 93, 1877, that * about one-third of all the 
‘prisoners in Scotland are Roman Catholic.” So much 
for the relative criminality of Romanists and Protestants. 

Now let us compare the relative criminality of the Trish 
and English. In the Province of Ontario in 1866, the Irish 
were only 6°77 per cent. of the population; yet they fur- 
nished 34:29 per cent. of the convicted prisoners. Of the 
abandoned women in prison, 19°51 per cent. were Trish; and 
of such women in Magdalen asylums and penitentiaries, 
52°92 per cent. were Irish. In New Sonth Wales and 
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Victoria (Parliamentary Report, ©. 4,404 of 1885), we 
find that although only 9 per cent. of the population are 
Trish, they contribute no less than 37 per cent, of female 
eruninals. 

According to the judicial statistics for England and 
Treland, we see that— 

469°7 per 10,000 of population in Ireland are convicted. 
268°79 4 , in England and Wales, 
BSL05 i" 4 in Scotland. 

But we must remember that a proportionate majority of 
the crimes dealt with in England and Scotland have been 
committed by Irishmen. By consulting the table of birth- 
places of persons committed for crime, we find that while 
the Trish in England are only two per cent. of the popula- 
tion, the proportion of Irish prisoners in England is ten 
per cent. of males and sixteen per cent. of females, If 
the Irish furnished only the same proportion of criminals 
as the English, there would only be 3,000 Irish prisoners, 
instead of the 22,100, which there ave. 

The Irish population, or rather the Roman Catholic popu- 
lation of Ireland,—being such as I have shown, I ask every 
one to consider what conceivable reason Mr. Gladstone and 
Lord Salisbury could have had for inereasing the represen- 
tation of the Romanists; and why they are runing the Pro- 
testant landlords ta pamper these Romanist tenants > ale 
though the loyal, the industrious, the honest farmers of 
Hngland are worse off, and nothing is done or devised to 
better their condition, In the telegraphic intelligence of 
the Tunes this morning (October 21, 1887), we read: 

“The Paris agricultural correspondent of the Indépen- 
“dence Belge, reviewing the efforts made in England to 
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“combat the agricultural crisis, says:—If agricultural 
‘depression preyails in England as extensively, and 
“perhaps even more extensively, than elsewhere, it 
“must be confessed that English agriculturists combat 
«it valiantly. They display in this supreme struggle 
«for the question is to prevail or perish—an energy 
‘and a spirit of resource and initiative which fill ie 
‘with admiration, And all their efforts, however expen- 
“sive, are made at their own risk and peril, without any 
“tnming in despair to the more or less full pockets of 
“the State.” 

Why, I ask again, did Lord Salisbury and Mr. Gladstone 
agree to give a preponderance of power to the Irish Roman- 
ists? and why are Trish landlords ruined to pamper Irish 
tenants, while English landlords are not ruined to save the 
stout yeomen of England? Why isit, except it be that the 
Trish landlords are the mainstay of the connection between 
England and Ireland, and that Mr. Gladstone and Lord 
Salisbury are united in desiring to make Ireland an anto- 
nomous Roman Catholic state and an asyluin for the Pope? 
That Lord Salisbury calmly contenrplates the extermination. 
of the Irish landlord class is manifest from his speech at 
Oxford, on Noy. 23. The Times (Nov. 24) thus summarizes 
his views: ‘‘He gave his reasons for believing that, both 
“from the point of view of justice and from that of ex- 
pedieney, the policy of keeping the Irish landlords as a 
«buffer between the tenants and the State cannot be main- 
*ttained, It has only been maintained hitherto by suc- 
*¢essive surrenders to violence and menace, of which the 
“landlords appear to be the immediate victims, but which 
+ have fatally weakened the respect for contracts and the 
* authority of the law.” 
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Now I wish to show that the agitation in Ireland, which 
has been devised and is presided over by’ Roman Catholic 
priests, aud fostered by statesmen (or rather, politicians) in 
England, has bettered the financial position of the Irish, 
while it has debased their moral character, and brought 
them to a lower level of degradation than they oceupied 
before. The Irish nation has been cursed, in order to sepa- 
vahe Ireland from that Great Britain which has always 
laboured to raise their character. 

On April 12, 1887, the Attorney-General for Iveland, in 
referring to “ the six counties in Ireland, which were speci- 
‘ally disturbed, and in which, in 536 eases out of 765 out- 
“rages reported, 10 persons were made amenable,” stated 
that “of the eases not made amenable, in 422 instances 
‘the persons who were injured positively deelined ta make 
““any information on oath, or give any information what- 
‘ever, to enable the police to detect the guilty parties,"’ 
He also said, that "in three counties, Clare, Limerick, 
‘‘and Kerry, after several cases had been tried or abtempted 
“to be tried, application was made to the Judges to post- 
‘pone the remaining trials, on the ground that the juries 
‘would not conyich; and the Judges postponed the trials 
“upon the ground that sufficient proof was forthcoming 
‘that it was impossible to obtain yerdicts from the jury," 
—(Times, April 13th, 1887.) 

Mr, Ritchie, also, quoting a Parliamentary Return (pre- 
sented April 14th, 1887), which had been moyed for by Mr, 
Morley, stated that “this return showed that in Connaught 
“jn 1886 the amount of agrarian crime was 50 per cent. 
“ greater than in 1883, 100 per cent. greater tham in 1884, 
*‘and 50 per cent, greater than in 1885; whilein Munster it 
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‘twas 50 per cent. greater than in 1883, 50 per cent. greater 
«than in 1884, and 20 per cent. greater than in 1885."— 
(Times, April 15th, 1887.) 

Tn 1845 there was the greatest number of agrarian out- 
rages reported to the Inspector-General of the Royal Ivish 
Constabulary, of any year between 1844 and 1880, when Mr. 
Gladstone came into power and the agitation began. From 
the return just mentioned, weglean the following statistics : 


Year. Ulster. Leinster. Connaught. Munster. General ‘otal, 
1545 hes 245 435 726 514 1,920 
1880 ans 259 Sal V57 1,018 2,685 
1881. sae 414 835 1,235 1,957 4,439 


The Coercion Act—a far severer measure than that of this 
year (Lord Salisbury’s) was then introduced and passed by 
Mr. Gladstone and the Liberal party. The figures for that 
and the succeeding year were, therefore, respectively : 

Ulster, Leinster, Connaught. Munster. General. Total. 


1882 vee 820 732 ssl 1,600 BABB 
1853 vee 89 184 161 446 870 


That is to say, the machinery for the prevention of crime 
was greatly strengthened; and crime was conipulsorily re- 
strained. The Romanist writer, Donoso Cortez, remarked 
that as in a state of true Christians no police or restrictive 
measures would be needed; so more police are required, in 
proportion as the moral character of a country is debased, 
Let us judge Ireland by thatrule, Here are the statistics: 
Increase 

1870. 1880. 1881. 1885. since 1870. 
Cost of Police ; 
Establishments £963,896 £1,231,414 21,308,134 £1,559,227 £590,331 
The total cost of repressing crime in Ireland, as shown 
by the Criminal and Judicial Statistics (No. 4,796 and 
4,808 of 1886) was £1,266,651 (including the criminal 
lunatics and industrial schools) in 1870, But in 1885 the 
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cost had risen to £2,066,812 ; while in England and Wales, 
for an equal number of the population (including the Irish 
in Hngland) it was £899,496. 

The following table, extracted from the reports of the 
inspectors-general of prisons in Ireland, sets forth the num- 


ber of persons committed to prisons according to their reli- 
gious professions :— 


Increase 

1861. 1271. rBBr-2, 3884-5, since T8616 
Protestant Wpiscopalians ... 3, 127 3AU3 43,779 4,154 1,027 
Presbyterians aah oh "765 StL 1,642 1,648 883 
Roman Catholics ... ++» 25,967 26,639 53,424 31,110 5,143 
Other prolessi ms ... wo 31 87 a7 37 
Not uscertained .,. = 228 195 36 22 Decrease 206 


The following table, extracted from the reports of H.M. 
inspector, gives a comparative statement, showing the reli- 
gious profession of the juvenile offenders under detention in 
the reformatory and industrial schools in Ireland :— 


Juvenile Offendersin 1862, 1870. 1885. 1885, 
Rejormataries— 
Vrotestants aoe 75 eae 170 cab 150 ak 151 
Noman Catholics 616 rt 726 ae 999 ta 818 
Lnidnsivial Schools — 
Protestants tab == ihe 6 abs 858 vy $10 
Roman Catholics —— cine) tt Ob: =.= 4,892 wo.» 6,553 


The following figures, extracted from the reports, show 
the payments made in each year from the treasury and 
rates to these institutions :— 


1862, 1870, r88x, 1BBs. 
s dd. ££ s ds Stl & Seg | 


& 
3,217 1 9) 348¢ O 7 
2,730 4 8] 20,247 0 + 


Reformatories— 
Protestants... 1314 17 2 
KR. Catholivs 10,153 1 10 

Industrial Sehvols— 
Protestants... — | 252, '3| % 


2,080 18 10 
15,117 











15,988 2 
$2,523 6 11 


14,899 12 5 


KR, Cathbolies — PAU 13 6 95,465 16 10 








Total from the treasury and rates in 1885 :—Protestants, 
£18,563 12s. 91; Romanists, $116,912 17s, 5d. 
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Those comparative figures are sufficiently appalling. They 
prove the depths of debasement and degradation to which 
the “patriotic” agitation has reduced the Trish nation. 
Yet they fall short’of the truth. For although they prove 
that there has been a vast inerease incrime, and eyen in con- 
victions for crime, yet they fall short of the mark, because, 
while criminals have been multiplied in the Roman Catholie 
population, the number of Romanists in Ireland has di- 
minished. 

The census returns for 1861, 1871, and 1851, give the 
following results :— 

Population 1861. 1871, 1861. Decrease. Per cent. 
Romanists vee 4,505,205 4,150,867 3,960,891 544,874, or 12-08 
Other denominations 1,293,702 1,261,510 1,213,945 79,757, or O16 

The Romanists have greatly diminished in numbers, while 
the number of Romanist criminals has greatly increased. 
Why is that? Doubtless, itis owing, in a great measure, 
to the prevailing demoralisation by the agitation. But we 
must bear in mind another fact; there are more priests and 
monks and nuns in Ireland, 

The following figures will make this evident :— 


Decrease since 
184. 1861. 1673. 1881. 124. 


B.C. Population...6,496,060 4,505,205 4,150,867 3,960,591 2475,160 
R.C, Priests .-- 2,156 3,014 4,136 3,363 Increase 1,207 


There are 79 houses of religious orders of priests, 93 of 
men, and 242 of women. The number of monks in Dreland, 
as given in the census return, was 70 in 1861, but has in- 
erensed to 581 in 1881. The number of nums was 2,609 in. 
1861, but no less than 5,282 in 1881. 

Ag the priests must all be conversant with Dens Theology, 
which they haye to take as their text-book and guide ; and 
as the monks and nuns are taught the Jesuit doctrines of 
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“ probability ” and of «4 good intention,” I am not surprised 
at the result, When persons are made to believe that, if 
they lie, or perjure themselves, or rob, or murder, for the 
good of the church, it is no Sin; and that those crimes are 
sinful only if they are done with the express purpose of 
offending God; what wonder is it, if criminals should jn- 
crease as fast as their hypocrisy and self-deception can 
grow? When persons are told that every act is morally 
good, however much the conscience recoils, if a single writer 
can be found who has permitted ib; what wonder is it if 
many should rob for their own benefit, lie and perjure them- 
selves for their convenience, and assassinate to gratify their 
spite and revenge ? 

Even the priests are led on in national erimes by their 
superiors. Last August, Archbishop Croke ostentatiously 
sent an American flag and a Fenian revolutionary flag to 
New York, They had been manufactured of Trish poplin, 
and the staves were Irish ash. The nuns of Cashel had em- 
broidered the flags. Father Riordan was bidden to use 
the Fenian flag as he thought best to promote the “ charit- 
“able work.’’ The 69th regiment of the New York Na- 
tional Guards are to haye the other flag, and carry it in 
memory of the rebel Meagher. The flags were both 
“blessed” by the Archbishop, to testify the hostility of 
the Roman hierarchy to the government of the Queen; 
and the Archbishop sent with them a letter expressing 
his fervent hope that the Fenian “flag of green’’ would 
soon be “unfurled over our native (Ivish) senate,”" Thus 
a Romanist Archbishop educates and spurs on his priests 
to revolution, 


About the same time, the Rev. Dr. O'Reilly, the pro- 
a 
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vincial of the Jesuits, I beheve, published a life of the 
present Pope, which is gaid on the title-page to be ‘‘ written 
« with the encouragement, approbation, and blessing of his 
«holiness the Pope,” in which we find the following re- 
mark :—‘‘ It is still problematic whether the Phenix Park 
«murderers were not suborned by the Dublin Castle 
officials.” Those words seem as if they were intended 
to shield a conspiracy, and encourage future assassins. 

Nor are ‘the leaders of the people,” as they style 
themselves, the Roman Catholic members of Parhament, 
pehindhand. Here is the portrait of them, so excellently 
limned by Mr. H, O. Aynold-Forster, who, through Mr. 
W.B. Forster, has probably exceptional means of know- 
ledge (‘Times, September 16, 1887.) 

“These men, be it yemernbered, are the authors, pro- 
*moters, and managers of boycotting as practised in Ive- 
“Jand, These are the men who for mouths and years 
have practised and enforeed the most cruel and infamous 
“‘system of tyranny upon those who differed from them. 
«These are the men whose boast it has been that they 
« have made the lives of my fellow-countryman a hell upou 
« earth, a living torment, a perpetual suffering. These are 
«the men who baye drawn up and circulated elaborate 
“rules for dogging men and women to their graves, and 
«for dishonouring their poor bodies when the grave was 
«yeached. These are the men who have deliberately em- 
« bittered the lot of those who refused to pay them black- 
« mail—who have followed their victims to the altar and 
«into the home. These are the men who have tortured 
«the poor and the defenceless, and haye bragged in their 
«sinfamous journals of the success of their persecution,” 


GLADSTONE OF SALISBURY ? 67 


One of those members, Mr. Arthur O'Connor, made 
a speech in Jersey City, on Sunday, October 16, 1987, 
The meeting, we are told, was attended by * several 
“Trish military companies in uniform,” and Mr. O’Connor 
pomtedly inyited ‘any English spies** who might be 
present to note his remarks on this demonstration. ‘* These 
“men,” he said, “are ready to fight for Ireland if the 
‘chance should arise, and any nation, which England tries 
“to strike, can have a hundred thousand such men bo fight 
“weainst the British crown.” 

What wonder is it, if the whole country is seething with 
rebellious aims, and disgraced by rebellious and criminal 
acts, when the ‘leaders of the people” apply such incen- 
tives as that? What wonder is it, if all the Roman Catho- 
he population are in a state of utter lawlessness and 
atheism? On October 13 last, Lord Cross thus described 
the state of Ireland : 

‘There can be no more authentic source of information 
“(as to the condition of Ireland at the present tume than 
* the charges of the judges of the land. When we found 
““those gentlemen making their reports quite independently, 
‘but agreeing in every detail and eyery particular, from all 
‘the different parts of Ireland which they had visited in 
“the disturbed districts, there is only one conclusion at 
‘which we can arrive—nainely, that the tinanimous verdict 
‘‘of the judges of Ireland is correct, and that we are bound 
“as a Government to act on what they had told them, I 
‘‘ will read some of the charges delivered at the last assizes, 
“Tn county Mayo Mr. Justice Lawson said,— the present 
«state of things is most unsatisfactory, and, according to 
“**the reports made to me, approach as near to rebellion 
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« «against the authorities of the country as an ything short 
‘of civil war can.’ In Galway Mr. Justice Murphy said 
« ‘that there is a complete paralysis of law, and that it is 
« ‘unable to protect many of the inhabitants in the exercise 
« ©of the most ordinary rights, and that lawlessness is per- 
« §fectly triumphant.’ Lord Cross quoted next a state- 
ment by Mr. Justice O’Brien that ‘ ‘law is toa great extent 
« ‘abrogated for the present and replaced by an influence 
« «fatal to industry, fatal to prosperity, fatal to eyery In- 
«¢ tterast connected with the welfare of the community—an 
« ‘influence which is becoming dominant through the want 
«© ¢of courage and firmness in meeting it.’ Mr, Justice 
“Johnson in Limerick said,—‘ I find that in no less than 
«* pine cases parties of armed men, frequently disguised, 
‘©tand all under cireumstances which enabled them to 
« ¢avoid detection, have gone: deliberately yoaming about 
“ ‘through the country for the purpose of wreaking ven- 
“*peance OL committing injury on the unfortunate occu- 
« © pants of peaceful homes—bands sometimes to the large 
i «umber of thirty; sometimes their visits being accom- 
« panied with acts of brutal violence.’”’ 

In regard to the dishonesty which has been encouraged 
by the recent legislation of Myr. Gladstone, through which 
he relieved tenants of their debts to their landlords, and 
enabled them to hold the land for ever without paying the 
rent that they had contracted to pay, T may be permitted 
to quote the following example from the Times of September 
7, last: 

«He had sold about £60 worth of goods to a customer of 
‘his in a town some twelve miles or so away from where 
«che carried on his business, and had, in the usual course of 
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"trade, drawn upon him for the amount. Just before the bill 
“became due, he received a letter from the acceptor stat- 
“$n¢ he could not take it up, but that if my customer 
* would do so he would send £20 and accept another bill 
‘for £40. Vo oblige him, the bill was withdrawn from the 
‘bank, and, alter waiting two or three days for the £20, 
‘which was not forthcoming, my customer wrote for the 
‘money, but no reply was received. During the following 
** twelve or fourteen days four letters were written, but no 
“notice was taken of either; so a messenger was sent with 
“instructions to bring back the £20 and draw upon the 
“debtor for £40. On his return in the evening, he told his 
“employer he had no cash, but another £60 bill, which he 
“had great difficulty iu getting the customer to accept. 
“Inunethately after handing the bill over, he (the debtor) 
“pulled a latge roll of banknotes out of his pocket and 
said, ‘There, I have plenty of money, but I'll see you 
“* —d before you get a penny of it.’ I asked my customer 
*‘ why he did noti serve him with a writ, when he laughed 
“and said, *‘ Whom would you get to do so; and, even if it 
"were served, how are you going to give effect to it?’ 
“This, Sir, is a confirmation of what I mentioned in my 
‘former letter about the ‘spirit of dishonesty being ineul- 
“* gated’ im all classes of the people. There is no distine- 
“*tion made between debts for goods sold and rent for 
“land.” 

While the Protestant landlords are being ruined by the 
Legislature and Lord Salisbury, beeause the ish Roman 
Catholic farmers are always whining that they cannot pay 
their rents; and while the Protestant population have to 
subseribe, out of their limited means, to support a Protes- 
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tant clerfy (thauks to Mr. Gladstone’s legislation) the 
Romish Feclesiastics are wallowing in wealth. ‘“ The 
* Roman Catholics ave rearing pretentious Gothic structures 
* all round the country, and keep up an immense army of 
“the healthiest and most robust priesthood in the world. 
‘ Whole estates are passing into the hands of the Monastic 
Orders, and the most prominent object: in every village, is 
‘© 9, great square pile of masonry, the home of a new monas- 
tery or nunnery, founded within the past ten years, and 
growing vigorously in spite of bad seasons.’ —(Zmes, 
September 7, 1887.) That is the result (perhaps not un- 
expected), of Mr. Gladstone’s and Lord Salishury’s lagisla- 
tion, The priests of Ireland ave undoubtedly more pros- 
perons than they ever were. While Mr. Gladstone anil 
Lord Salisbury listened to the cries of the Parnellites, that 
bai seasons had so impoverished the tenants that they can- 
not pay their judicial rents, and while they ruined the land- 
lords for the benefit of the tenants; those same tenants were 
nob only subscribing largely to the National League, and 
were sparing ample wealth for paying the priests and rearing 
gothic structures for nuns and monks ; and withal they were 
retaining a large margin for themselves to get drunk upon. 
Moreover, the priests are now gathering enough to invest in 
commercial undertakings, and in Dublin carriages. Arch- 
bishop Walsh and Archbishop Croke hold £3,500 each of 
shaves in the Fraemaw’s Journal; while a parish pr jest, of 
the name of Daniell holds £10,750. Mentioning these facts, 
the St. James’ Gazette very wittily remarked (September 12, 
1887), that the most wealthy persons in Ireland now are the 
‘priests, publicans, and patriots.” The priests and patriots, 
because they receive large stims of money from the tenants, 
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who are too poor to pay their landlords ; and the publicans, 
beeause the thriving tenants found that they could afford, 
last year, to drink 210,618 gallons more of whiskey than 
they did the year before, besides increasing, by an enormous 
sum, their deposits in the sayings’ banks. In short, the 
landlords, the loyal, and the victims of boycotting, ate the 
ouly persons who aré distressedin the Hmerald Isle. Assign 
then, if you can, any reason why Mr, Gladstone and Lord 
Salisbury haye compassed the ruin of the landlords and the 
persecution of the loyal ? 

The Commissioners of the Inland Revenue state, im their 
thirtieth report, that, in the year ending March 31 of this 
year, the five millions of Irishmen drank 210,618 gallons 
more of whiskey, while the 28,000,000 in England (which 
inelode many inebriate Irishmen) consumed 626,557 gallons 
less of spirits. They also inform us that, for every gallon 
an Englishman drinks, an Irishman swallows two gallons. 
Those figures do not take into account the whiskey produced 
by the 1,186 illicit stills discovered in Ireland during tthe 
past year, while only nine were found im England. 

In June, 1886, the deposits in the Joint Stock Banks in 
Treland amounted to £29,223,000, and in June of this year 
they were £29,339,000. In June, 1885, the deposits in the 
Post Office Sayings Banks in Ireland were £2,325,000; in 
June, 1886, they came to £2,592,000; in June, 1887, they 
had mounted up to £2,802,000. In the Trustee Savings 
Banks the figures for June, 1887, showed an increase of 
£36,000 oyer 1886. Between June, 1885 and June, 1887, 
the deposits in sayings banks of all kinds had increased by 
£485,000. There has been a continuous and steady increase 
since 1881, when Myr, Gladstone robbed the landlords for 
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the tenants’ benefit. As these are undeniable fauts, it 
surely is desirable that every one should ask himself what 
could have been the real aim of the policy inaugurated by 
Mr. Gladstone and developed by Lord Salisbury. Tf, as I 
hold, there is only one explanation possible, then it is 
indeed time for the Protestants of England to awake, and 
put an end to the betrayal of our country and constitution. 
There are not wanting signs that many have already roused 
themselves to the effort; although their numbers ave as yet 
too few, and their voices too weak to affect the policy 
of the country. I do not allude, of course to the associa- 
tion of Irish landlords, who begm by beslavering with praise 
the Romanist Archbishop of Dublin, who wrote a letter ‘‘ to 
dvaw them,” and then withdrew his letter im irony and scorn. 
Lam not alluding to the landlords, who lent themselves to 
be united, in order that they might be all betrayed ati once. 
LT allude rather to that inimitable paper, the Sheffield Daly 
Telegraph, which has all along maintained a fight, marked 
by sound judgment and cogency of argument; and I allude 
to the Dublin Express which is, at last, like Saul among 
‘ prophets. Here is its prophesying on October 8, 1887; but, 
in reading it, we must make allowance for its frailty in 
seeing only a ‘* want of courage and resolution,” where it 
should perceive ‘‘ complicity and connivance,” 

* Not to put too fine a point upon it, we will say at, once 
‘that this administration has disappointed its friends, and 
*©has not discharged its functions in the firm and resolute 
«©manner which we were led to expect. Recent displays of 
‘«supineness or timidity compel us to recall facts which 
‘indicate that this government has never yet made up its 
‘tmind to grapple boldly with the foe, which is as steadily 
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‘dragging down all Conservative and loyal interests in 
“Treland as the administration, which represents these in- 
‘‘terests and has undertaken to be their champion and 
‘defender, steadily declines to face danger. As emer- 
 goncy after emergency and crisis after crisis comes up, 
*«they evade the struggle to provoke defeat. We would 
‘ask the government this question, Do they mean to work 
“the Coercion Act or do they not? If they do, what is the 
“‘meaning of all the vain and resultless fanfaronadde with 
‘‘which we have been entertained so far? If they do not, 
“would if uot be as well to summon Parliament together 
‘this winter and repeal a measure which they are afraid 
*<to administer? The revolutionary party openly defy and 
‘‘challenge the government, and they, on their side, at 
‘Teast show no want of pluck, energy and determination. 
«They are not afraid. Is it to go forth to the world that 
‘“‘ the Queen’s government is? Our Trish Hxecutive may be 
‘composed of men who wouldadorn private life; but unless 
«they speedily exhibit a total and radical chamge in all their 
“‘modes and methods, we say distinctly that they are not 
*‘the men to guide the country through these fast-coming 
‘‘evises. For trying times we want men of courage and 
««yesolution—men not afraid to face danger and incur res- 
*‘ponsibilities. . . . ®beps, which look brave but are 
‘not, are from time to time taken, in order to placate 
*' the public opinion of the Unionist and Conservative party. 
‘Such steps haye been taken in abundance, Our Execu- 
**tive cannot much longer exish by such paltry deyices. 
«They will have to strip to their work like men, or retire 
‘from a position which they should never have assumed. 
“ Their pay, if we may refer to such a matter, is not small, 
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‘but very good pay indeed; and if they will not do the 

‘ework for which ib is rendered, surely it is desirable that 

«the remuneration should be transferred to those who will. 

‘The loyal people of the country haye seen and felt, with 

‘“ shame, the steady and gradual decline in Iveland of the” 
“yeputation, credit, and authority of the Queen’s Govern- 

“ment. It cannot now sink much lower without imminent 

*yisk of sudden and ignominous collapse.” 

It is no excuse to say that the government are well-mean- 
ing, but have found great difficulties in their way. The 
difficulties are all of their own making, Before Lord Salis- 
bury acceded to office in 1885, he made a vehement attack 
on Mr. Gladstone, because that Mr. Gladstone seemed to 
be testing the current of opinion in the public, and flying a 
kite, by disseminating a rmmour that he would let the Coer- 
cion Act lapse. Lord Salisbury held that it was absolutely 
necessary to continue the Act. Lord Randolph Churchill 
then attended a dinner at the St. Stephen’s Club, and made 
a fiery speech against coercion, saying that it would be 
better to ‘trust to the ordinary law.” An alliance was 
thus cemented with the Parnellites, the government of Mr. 
Gladstone was defeated, Lord Salisbury came in, and pro- 
claimed that he would let the Coercion Act lapse, and 
‘trust to the ordinary law.” Things went from bad to 
worse. The conspiracy in Ireland gathered strength. Lord 
Salisbury forebore to use the powers which the ordinary 
law gaye him, He excused himself, meanwhile, by whinmg 
that he could do nothing, becanse he had not powers enough 
to suppress the National League, to protect the lives and 
property of Joyal citizens, and to re-establish law and order. 
Those who are best informed on the subject say that Lord 
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Salisbury was perfectly well able ta put down the agitators 
and their plan of campaign. Take, for example, Judge 
O'Brien's charge to the Kerry grand jury on March 10, 
1887 : 

“T by no means share in the opinion that has been ex- 
‘pressed as to any inability to deal with this state of 
‘things, On the contrary, I entertain the most perfect 
‘confidence that it 7s in the power of those who are en- 
‘* trusted with the duty of maintaining the public peace to 
‘re-establish order and law in this country (Ireland).” 

So also Mr. Parnell himself said, in the House of Com- 
mons, in the debate on the address this year, on February 8. 
T will take but one short extract from a long speech which 
is full of the like matter. Mr. Parnell said that the large 
reductions of rent in Ireland and stoppage of evictions were 
‘due to the exercise of adispensing power of the govern- 
“ment,” so that ‘itis evident that the government and the 
“ anithors of the plan of campagn are aiming, and have been 
“aiming at precisely the same thing, . . ~ and it is & 
“yemarkable thing that, for nearly two months after the 
‘plan of campaign had been published, the government 
‘‘ yefrained from taking any action against it, or expressing 
“aay opinion that it was illegal.” 

There you have, then, the same judgment, from both sides, 
as to Lord Salisbury’s action, or want of action, Perhaps 
he thought that, by waiting, he could carry, in the teeth of 
the Irish members, a Bill that would give him more power 
than the conspiracy would gain by assiduous preparation 
and development unchecked, The government, therefore, 
remained passive; and at last the new Crimes Bill re- 
ceived the Royal assent. Still he did nothing. Btill he 
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waited and allowed the conspiracy to grow and gather 
courage. Still he looked on while priests and people, Arch- 
bishop Croke, and William O’Brien defied the law, con- 
temned the Queen’s courts, and proclaimed that the 
_ National League should not be put down. The outcry of 
the loyal population was then heard, and Lord Salisbury 
made a harmless preliminary proclamation of the League; 
but up to this day no thoroughly effective step has been 
taken, The National League, and not the Queen, rules in 
Ireland. Is then Lord Salisbury weak and incompetent? 
or has he an arriére pensée? Are his cabinet blind and 
imbecil? or have they aims which they dare not divulge ? 

Let us open the pages of history, for ‘‘ there is nothing 
new under the sun.” Let us look for parallel cases in 
former times; and, from the acts of our forefathers and 
their successes or blunders, let us learm how we should act 
in these times. Feliz quem faciwetakena percula cout. 
There are three periods, a hundred years apart, ab which 
we may expect to find what we desire. 

Tn 1587, Philip of Spain ordered a yast armada of ships 
and soldiers to be prepared for the subjugation of England 
to the Pope; and, at the same time, he fomented a rebellion 
in Iveland, so as to weaken the Protestant power of Hng- 
land. In 1588 the armada, consisting of 176 great ships 
was destroyed by the storms of the Almighty, and the little 
flotilla of sbips commanded by Drake. The rebellion in 
Treland was also crushed. 

In 1687, King James IL. arranged with Tyrconnel to 
separate Ireland from England, and make Ireland an auto- 
nomous Roman Catholic state, under the protection of 
Louis XIV.; and to brmg England also into submission to 
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the Pope. In 1688 these wicked plots were scattered by 
the winds of the Almighty, and were swept away by the 
triumphant advance of William TIT. 

Tu 1787 the Roman Catholic, Charles Edward Stuart, 
occasioned great fears by his claim to the throne of Mng- 
land, supported by a league of the Pope and the Roman 
Catholic powers. The Prince of Wales, afterwards called 
George TV., also married a Roman Catholic; thus irre- 
yocably barring his succession to the Crown. In 1788 God 
struck Charles Edward with death; and an alliance was 
formed between Protestant England and Protestant Prussia, 
to support the Protestant Stadtholder against the Homan 
Catholic Emperor Joseph and his allies. Throughout Italy 
a, literary reyolution sprang up against the Pope, and a, 
number of able writers, whose works are read to this day, 
were busy exposing the sophistries and frauds of popery. 
The same year that great French revolution began, which 
struck a blow at the Pope, at which he reeled, and from 
which he has vever recovered, 

Let us study those three periods a little more. During 
the reign of Dlizabeth, disguised Jesuits were labouring in 
England, to instil doctrines of revolution; to create new 
sects in religion, and set them agaiust each other, and bring 
them all into antagonism with the Church of England. 

Stillingfleet* writing of the year 1567, says: “‘ All the 
 neople, without exception, remained in communion with 
«‘ the Church of England, at first in Queen Hilizaheth’s reign. 
«« At last, the more zealous party of the foreign priests and 
* Jesuits, finding this compliance would in the end utterly 
‘* destroy the Popish interest in Bngland, began to draw off 
ae ee ee SS SS eS 
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“the secret Papists from all conformity with our church. 
«  . . . But this was not thought sufficient by those 
«busy factors for the Church of Rome, unless they could, 
“under pretence of purity and perfection, draw off Pro- 
‘‘testants from the communion of the church (of England) 
“‘too. For this purpose persons were employed, under the 
« disenise of more zealous Protestants, to set up the way of 
‘‘more spiritual prayer and greater purity of worship than 
« was observed in the Church of England, thatso the people, 
“under these pretences, might be drawn into separate meét- 
“ings.” He then mentions, among other examples, a 
Jesuit of the name of Heath, who was apprehended at 
Rochester as a Church of England clergyman, and he con- 
tinued: ‘When he was seized, a letter was found abont 
‘him from a Jesuit in Spain, dated October 26, 1568, 

*eand in his chamber they found a Bull from Pius IV., 
“ordering him to follow the instructions of the (Jesuit) 
‘society for dividing the Protestants in Hngland, and also 
the license (to assume disguises) from his fraternity. 
«There is one thing in the Jesuit’s letter deserves our 
further consideration, which is that Hallingham, Coleman, 
« Button, and Benson, are there mentioned as persons so 
“‘employed to sow a faction among Protestants. Those 
“very men are mentioned by our historians, without know- 
‘ting of this letter, as the most active and busy in the 
‘beginning of the separation.’ Camden says: ‘‘ While 
“ Harding, Saunders, and others attacked our church on 
“one side, Button, Coleman,} Hallingham, Benson, and 
‘‘others were as busy on the other; who, under the pre- 





+ See Coleman’s Letters, State Trials, vol. ii; Mennett’s Hist., ed. 
1719, vol. iii., pp. 327—352 ; Burnet, yol,i., p. 427; Hallam, vol. ii., pp- 
81, 116. 
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‘tence of purer reformation, opposed the discipline, liturgy, 
‘‘and the calling of our bishops, as approaching too near 
“the Church of Rome.” Cartwright was set on, by the 
Jesuits, as 2 Puritan, to lead the Puritans into declaring 
against the Queen’s supremacy. Archbishop Whitgift testi- 
fies* to the fact that Cartwright was a tool of Rome. I will 
also quote the evidence of some Jesuit writers. Thomas 
Campanella} urged “the sowing and continual nourishing 
‘of divisions, dissensions, discords, sects, and schisms 
‘among Protestants, both in church and state.” Courtney} 
in 1641, openly boasted that the Jesuits had succeeded in 
carrying out that Macchiavelian poley. Miltieres did the 
same. Windeck said||: ‘*That the Catholics may more 
“easily oppress and destroy these heretics, they are to be 
‘severed from and divided against each other, by sundry 
‘various arts and means, and all oecasious laid hold on for 
“this purpose.” Contzens gives the like advice. 

Pope Pius V. on March dth, 1569, by the bull Regnans 
it Bucelsis, claimed to have under him all nations and ru- 
lers, so that he might “pull them down and destroy them,” 
and then ‘* build and set up others,’ according to his will, 
Whereupon he, by that bull, deprived Queen Elizabeth of 
all her possessions, and her authority and title to reign, and 
released her subjects from their oaths of fidelity to her, and 
forbad them to yield obedience to her, or to her laws. 
Gregory XIII., May 13, 1580, by bull, commanded the Irish 
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to leyy wat on the English, giving a plenary indulgence, 
and pardon, and remission of all sims, to everyoue who 
should aid the projected rebellion in any way, by arms, by 
provisions, or by counsels. Then the rebellion of 1587 
broke out, inflamed by Spanish gold and aided by Spanish 
troops ; for foreign dollars and foreign citizens have always 
been the means used by the Pope to raise rebellions in 
Treland. 

“The invincible Armada,” in 1588, sailed by Plymouth. 
Nearly two hundred ships full of soldiers, and with plenty 
of priests with pyxes and crucifixes, to urge the Spaniards 
on and incite their valour; and with a Pope’s bull giving 
eternal life to all who should perish in the coutlict; and 
chains and engines of torture, the Chief Inquisitor and 
150 Dominicans, to coerce the heretic English. Sir F, 
Drake gailed out with thirty-four ships, determining to 
hang on the Spaniards’ rear, and cut off stragglers. After 
four days' fighting, the unconquerable Armada was con- 
quered, and God sent His storms to curse them, and they 
passed from existence, 

Let us proceed to the second period. In 1603 James VI. 
of Scotland, or James I. of England, ascended the English 
throne as a Protestant king, and a Presbyterian by religion. 
Nevertheless he wrote* in 1604 to Pope Clement VIII. 
petitioning that His Holiness would create an English Car- 
dinal, in order that the King might have someone at hand 
to instruct him and guide him secretly. Clement VIII. 
made some political conditions which were readily agreed 
to by James. Moreoyer the Pope had in 1603 sent a 


Spaniard of the name of Matthew Oviedo, as his legate to 
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Treland, and as Archbishop of Dublin, who bore with him a 
bull granting a plenary indulgence to all who should take 
up arms against the heretic English. 

On March 25, 1625, Charles I. acceded to the throne, 
having already entered into the conspiracy to bring his 
kingdom under the dominion of the Pope. One af the 
proofs of this faci is a letter written hy him on January 25, 
1625, to the Harl of Bristol, a, 

Té will be remembered that King James I. had sent the 
Harl of Bristol, in 1623, to Spain, to nesotiate a mariage 
between the Roman Catholic Infanta and Prince Charles, 
the heir to the throne of Mngland, who, in twa years, became 
king. The letter was as follows 3—" You well remember,” 
the future King wrote, ‘how at our first coming into Spain 
** (1623) and taking upon you to be so wise as to forsee our 
“intentions to change our religion, you were so far from 
‘‘dissuading us that you offered your service and secrecy, 
"to concur in it, and in many other open conferences pres~ 
‘sing to show how convenient it was for us to be a Roman 
“Catholic, it being impossible, in your opinion, to do any 
“great action otherwise.’ Thus was Charles I. a traitor 
to his country, in conspiring with the papal curia all the 
time that he pretended to be a Protestant. That was the 
cause, and not any inherent weakness in the King, of his 
imeeasing efforts, by lies, duplicity, and dissimulation, to 
bring his Protestant kingdoms into conformity with Rome. 
That was also the cause of all his legislative manoeuvres to 
promote rivalries and quarrels between the Church of Eng- 
land and the various religious sects. 

King Charles also sought to introduce Romish rituals, 
Romish practices, and Romish doctrines into the Chureh of 
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England. Taud was his most ardent accomplice. On two 
occasions, in August, 1633, the Pope promised to make 
Laud a cardinal. We may imagine similar schemes in our 
own times. 

In 1634, the Pope sent a secret agent* to Wngland, 
named Gregorio Panzani. He worked steadily in this 
country in 1635 and 1636, In January, 1635, he had a 
most secret interview with Windebanke, the Secretary of 
State, or, in other words, the «“ Prime Minister,” as we 
should call him. 

He and the Nuncio agreed that an envoy or ambassador 
should be sent to the Pope; and that a Papal Nuneio 
should be permanently received in Hngland. Lt was further 
agreed that Prime Minister Windebanke should labour 
to bring about a re-umion with Rome, Secretary Cook, 
another of the Seeretaxies or Ministers of State, discovered 
a clue to this plot, and revealed it to King Charles. The 
King smiled and said he already knew all aboutit. Cook 
then laboured constantly, for three years, to hinder and 
thwart the conspiracy; and he met with the common lot of 
those who oppose the designs of Rome ; he was calummniated, 
and discredited in every way, and at last driven from office, 
and hunted from the friendship of men. In 1635 the King 
gave a secreb audience to Panzani, when he assured the 
Nuncio of his great reverence for Pope Urban VIII., and 
gaid that, as he believed the Church of Christ to bea visible 
Church, and as there was no visible QGhureh to vie with the 
ee 

* Memoirs of Gregorio Panzani, translated by the Rev. Joseph Ber- 
vington, Priest, Birmingham : 1793. 

+ Paper dated 1668, found after Charles’ death, und published by 
James I. 
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Roman Church, therefore it was that he desired reunion 
with Rome, The rumour of this audience, of cotirse, en- 
couraged others bo be less reserved. Windebanke assured 
Panzani that he was already a Roman Catholic at heart, 
and that, when the proper time should arrive, he would 
openly abjure Protestantism; and that all moderate men 
were anxious for reunion with Rome. Panzani thereupon 
sent the following report to Cardinal Barberini, the Pointi- 
fical Secretary of State :—'' That the King and several of his 
‘Ministry were far from being adverse fo a reunion (sith 
“Rome); thatit was an undertaking of the most dangerous 
‘F consequence, on account of the many and severe laws that 
‘were in force against the Roman Catholic religion; that 
“those who were the most favourably inclined to the 
‘Catholic cause were frequently obliged to give proofs of 
“their zeal to the contrary, for fear of notice; wherefore 
“ib was difficult to form a just idea, of their réal sentiments, 
“seeing that they found themselves under a necessity of 
‘varying from themselves and acting incoherently, Jor 
‘instance, when there was any pressing occasion for money, 
‘the King was obliged, contrary to his inclination, to let 
‘the laws loose amongst the Roman Catholies; otherwise 
“the Puritanical House of Commons would make no pro- 
‘‘eress in the Money Bills; for, the Government not being 
*‘arbitrary, no extraordinary levies would be granted 
‘‘without the people’s consent. That the bishops, in like 
‘‘manner, though several of them were disposed to enter 
into m correspondence with Rome, yet when their tem- 
“poralties were threatened by the Puritan members, went 
‘into the same persecuting methods . , . Yet, if Win- 
‘“debanke's project of a xveciprocal agency (with Rome) 
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“ could be set on foot, there might be hopes of a reunion.” 
Dr. Heylin makes a similar statement in his life of Land, 
and adds, ‘To obtain a reconciliation, he (Laud) ordered 
‘the Lord's table to be placed where the altar stood, and 
“made the accustomed reverences in all approaches towards 
“ it, and accesses to it; he beaubified and adorned churches, 
“and celebrated the Divine Service with all due solemnities. 
« | | , He approved auricular confession, and showed 
“himself willing to introduce it; and took care that all 
‘offences and exasperating passages should be expunged 
“out of such books as were brought to the press,’ so as 
‘“‘to reduce the extravagance of some opinions to an eyen 
‘‘fFemper.”” 

At the same time a Franciscan monk of the name of 
Davenport, who called himself ‘Franciscus a Sancté 
Clara,’’ published a work entitled “Deus Natura et 
Gratia,” written with a view to show that the 39 
Articles of the Church of England might be understood 
precisely in accordance with the decrees of the Couneil of 
Trent. The aim of thé celebrated ‘Tract 90,” written by 
Newman, was to persuade Romanizing clergymen that 
they could understand the Articles, which they had 
vowed to hold, in a sense agreeable to the doctrines of the 
Roman Church; so that they could continue to retain 
their liyings, while in heart belonging to Rome. King 
Charles was delighted with the book, and thanked Dayen- 
port, saying it was ‘*jusb what he wanted.” 

Tt must be borne in mind that, although we now know 
the facts of the conspiracy, yet at that time the greatest 
secrecy was preserved in regard to them, and many shifts 
were resorted to, in order to mystify and mislead any who 
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entertained a suspicion of what was going on, The con- 
spiracy was patiently carried on for very mamy years, and 
yet the puble were not at allaware of it. If such agugpicion 
were ever hinted, it was meb with incredulous smiles, from 
those who were ignorant and thought themselves omnisaent. 
Almost no one suspected, although the Bishops introduced 
more and more of the Roman ritual; and the clergy through- 
out the country were approaching, day by day, ever nearer 
to the Roman Catholic practices. Only three Bishops stood 
firm and unimpeachable. The rest evinced the heighth of 
folly, and the maximum of short-sightedness. They im- 
agined that if they aided Romein getimg the country under 
her dominion, they would continue to be Bishops and Clergy, 
although they were married. They knew uot the terrible 
consequences enacted in Canon Law, and practised wher- 
ever Rome has the power, which follaw the profession af 
heresy, even after the heresy has been abjured, and the 
Roman faith embraced. 

It was a Roman Catholic Priest, or Bishop, who wrote 
Panzani’s memoirs. His statements are amply corroborated 
by a Tract of the year 1643, called ‘* The Pope’s Nuncios,”’ 
which Heylin affirms to have been “ written by a Venetian 
Ambassador ab his being in England.” There we read: 
**In very truth, for the last three years, the Archbishop 
« has introduced some innovations approaching the rites and 
‘‘forms of Rome; that the Bishop of Chichester, a greati 
*‘eonfidant of his Grace, and the Lord Treasurer, and eight 
‘other Bishops of his Grace's party, did most passionately 
“desire a reconciliation with the Church of Rome; that 
‘they did, day by day, recede from their ancient tenets, to 
‘‘aceommodate with the Church of Rome; . . . and, in 
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‘very deed, the Universities, Bishops, and Diyines of this 
“yealm do daily embrace Catholie opinions, though they 
‘profess not so much with open mouth, for fear of the 
‘Puritans. God be praised for the Puritans. 

Both the King and Archbishop Laud took fright at the 
rapidity of adyance towards Romanism, and drew back, for 
fear of discovery, before the xismg temper and menacing 
words of the Puritans, Asa necessary consequence, they 
incurred more bitter animosity from the Jesuits, than did 
those who had never pnt a hand to the Romanizing of the 
country. The Jesuits looked on them as ‘“apostates;” 
and those whom they call ‘‘apostates” are always devoted 
to a greater hatred and revenge, than those who have 
always been heretics. Plots were hatched against them ; 
and, at last, the exeeution of Laud, and then the execution 
of Charles, were brought about by Jesuit intrigues. Tor a 
like cause, even James I. was poisoned by the Jesuits. 

The dispatches of Sir Wm. Boswell, English Ambassador 
at the Hague, gaye information of various conspiracies 
against the King and Laud. In one despatch, October 
14th, 1640, the Ambassador referred to the various turmoils 
which, at that time, were afflicting every nation of Nurope, 
Catalonia, Portugal, Sicily, Brazil, England, Naples, France, 
&e.,* and said, ‘All those factions with which all 
‘©Qbristendom is now shaken” have been made by the 
Jesuits. He continues, **The King’s son (Charles I.) 
‘«srowing now very fast to his youthful age, who has been 
“ educated from histender age that he might accustom him- 
“self to the Popish party, the King is to be dispatched 





* Ayrogardo, Historie delle Sollevazioni di Stato dei nostri tempi- 
Venice, 1654. 
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'dcilled) ; for an Indian nub, stuffed with most sharp 
poison, is kept in the (Jesuit) Society, which the Pope's 
* Nuncio at that time showed often to me in a boasting 
“manner, wherein & poison was prepared for the King, 
‘after the example of James, his father.” Then Sir W-. 
Boswell informed the King that the Secretary of State, 
Windebanke, who had become secretly a Homan Catholic, 
used to reveal all the secrets of the King’s council to his 
friend the Nuncio, and ‘ gave counsels how the design may 
best be advanced.’’* 

Neither the King, howeyer, nor Land would believe Sir 
W. Boswell, because he implicated Windebank, Lord 
Arundel, and Porter, the Groom of the Chamber, who were 
all looked upon as most loyal and honourable. 

‘Prynnet thus narrates the immediate cause of the King’s 
death: ‘‘The King having assented, in the Treaty of the 
*Tsle of Wight, to pass five strict Bills against Popery, the 
** Jesuits in France, at a general meeting there, presently 
‘yesolved to bring him to justice and take off his head, by 
“the power of their friends in the Army.” Archbishop 
Bramhall, also, in writing to Archbishop Ussher, in 1654, 
gave indubitable evidence that the Jesuits, and they alone, 
had brought about the Civil War, and had compassed the 
death of Laud, and then the death of Charles I. This 
letter was published in “ Parr's Life of Ussher, 1685; °° but 
the whole edition was seized and destroyed by the orders of 
the Jesuit King, James D. Jt is given in the edition of 
Bra:mbhall’s works, published af Oxford in 1849, and in the 





* Rushworth’s Collections, part IL., Vol. IL, p, 1310-1923. Heylin's 
“Tife of Laud,” ap. 1639 and 1040, 
} True and Perfect Narrative, p, 46. 
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‘Harleian Miscellany.” Those and other documents wore 
found among Land's papers after his death, and were pub- 
lished by the House of Commonsin 1643. The events which 
occurred were very strong corroborations of the documents, 

There we find, also, narratives of Jesuits who pretended to 
be Protestants ; of Jesuits who got themselves ordained as 
Protestant clergymen, or accepted as Protestant ministers— 
all of whom laboured to increase strife and discords in 
religious matters, and plotted to cause confusions and rival- 
ries in the State. I will give one example : 

In Rushworth’s Historical Collections* there is a letter 
written by a Jesuit in England to the Jesuit Society at 
Brussels, but intercepted by the Privy Council. The docu- 
ments showed unmistakably that efforts were being made 
by the BSociety’s agents to discredit the Representative 
System in England, and to establish in its place an oligarchy, 
a8 a means of securing the Papal supremacy. It was as fol- 
lows: ‘We have prejudicated and anticipated the Great 
“One (King James), that none but the King’s and his (the 
‘* Prince’s) enemies are chosen of this Parliament. ..... 
““Now we (Jesuits) have planted that sovereign drug, Ar- 
“menianism, which we hope will purge the Protestants 
‘‘from their heresy; and it flourishes and bears fruit in due 
“season. The materials which built up our bulwark are 
the projectors and beggars of all ranks and qualities,” 
That is, the persons who looked for office, places, or emolu- 
ments. ‘ Howsoever, both these factions co-operate to 
‘tdestroy the Parliament, and to introduce a new species 
“and form of Government, which is Oligarchy, Those 
Ne 


* Vol. 1, n. 118, 
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‘serve as direct mediums and instruments to our end, which 
‘is the Universal Catholic Monarchy.” That is, the ve- 
presentative system was to be diseredited and destroyed, 
and an Oligarchy of Jesuit adherents introduced, in order to 
establish the Pope’s Supremacy. ‘‘ Our foundation must be 
‘* mutation; and mutation will cause relaxation, which will 
‘serve, as so many violent diseases, (to purge off the evil 
‘ humour of Protestantism). . . . I cannot choose but laugh 
‘to see how some of our own coat (Jesuits) have accoutred 
‘themselves, you would scarce know them if you saw them; 
‘‘and if is admirable how, in speech and gesture, they act 
“the Puritans.” 

The terrible Irish rebellion of 1641 was actually brought 
about by the Pope and his emissaries. It broke out, under 
the leadership of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Clogher, 
Father Crolly, and a monk called Christopher Dunlavy. 
According to Russell's ' Modern Europe,’ the Rebellion 
seems to haye been begun by a general massacre of Protes- 
tants. Those Protestants who barricaded themselyes and 
fought, were induced to surrender under eapitulations sworn 
to under the most solemn oaths. ‘These oaths were then im- 
mediately broken, and the Protestants were massacred. 
Eyen the Pope’s Nuncio, writing to the Pope, ascribed 
those Satanic deeds to bis Holiness. Hesaid: ‘The armies 
‘‘of your Holiness have put to the sword almost the whole 
‘Puritan army.” Lamartine deseribed those horrible and 
savage butcheries of ‘t mare than 100,000 innocent victims," 
and exclaimed: ' Thus we account for Heaven's long cilrse 
“on Treland.” 

In May 1642, Pope Urban VIEI. sent a Bull ta O'Neill, 
and to all who should leyy war on the heretic English, 
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granting ‘‘a full and absolute remission of sins to those 
‘«who had taken part in gallantly doing what in them lay, 
«to extirpate and wholly root out the pestiferous leayen of 
‘heretical contagion.” This massacre of Protestants took 
place, not in consequence of oppressions by a heretic 
sovereign. The blood of unoffending Protestants was 
poured out in streams like water, while a sovereign reigned 
who was heart and soul with the Romanists, and himself a 
Romanist—a sovereign who was doing all in his power to 
adyance the cause of Rome. 

Nor were the massacres the only means which were 
practised by the Jesuits. In Ireland there were wholesale 
murders of Protestants; in Hngland the most widespread 
and unblushing duplicity and lying. In a letter, from a 
Jesuit of the name of Fagan, and dated ** May 15th, 1642,” 
and addressed ‘to the Sacred and Holy Society of Jesus in 
Paris,” we read: ‘Tt must not be totally arms that can 
“conquer heresy, as you haye advised; but separation 
“(i.e, Schisms).” He then explained how he had been 
urging on the Independents and Anabaptists, ‘ Imowing all 

‘these are a distraction to an heretical Monarchy. . . . We 
- shall hinder the heretics, by finding them work at home, 
‘and thereby prevent their sending aid for Ireland; for we 
‘have parties of great skill and policy on both sides, as well 
‘with the Parliament crew as with the King; so that if 
‘“eithertake weare safe. We want wise, learned and subtle 
‘‘ scholars to come and assist these new sects, that they may 
“still be at variance. . . . The old cub, Canterbury (Areh- 
‘bishop Land) suspects not the Church Catholic in the 
‘‘least, but is inveterate against the Puritan sori. . .. We 
‘f seem very civil to him, and cherish him against the Puritans, 
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«cwhilsh we visit him; so that he dreams not how the net 
‘is spread fo eatch him." 

The Jesuit, Constantine O'Mahoney (Disputatio Apoio- 
getica de jure Regni Hibernia, 1645) records that a Roman 
Catholic Synod of Kilkenny sat from October 24th, 1649, to 
January 9th, 1643, and passed 41 laws for the government of 
Treland, which were to take the place of the laws of Parlia- 
ment. One of those laws was to deprive all hereties of their 
property in Ireland.’ You will doubtless think, Reader, of 
the present day, when the Queen’s Writ does not ran 1 
Treland, and the laws of the land are not observed, while 
the laws of the National League are obeyed; and the courts 
of the National League are presided over by the priests of 
the parishes, whose mandates are obeyed, while the laws 
of Parliament are set at nought. More of that anon, 

That same year (1643) Pope Innocent X. issued a Bull 
denouncing the peace, which had just been agreed to, urging 
the Romanist faction to stir up the rebellion again, and 
claiming Ireland for the Papacy, “as an ancient possession, 
‘ of the Apostolic See.” He also sent a Nuncio tu Treland, 
‘called Rinuccini, with instructions to “lead the people of 
‘‘Treland’ again into submission and obedience to the 
Pope. He was the Persico of that day. 

This bull of 1643 distinctly ascribed the Rebellion to the , 
Popish Heclesiastics. The Pope alluded to it as having 
been ‘ plotted secretly,” and as haying failed hecause ** one 
‘unworthy son of Ireland had betrayed the whole plan,” 
although the movement ‘‘ had been well arranged by the 
Trish Prelates and other Clergy.” 

Although foiled for a tims, by the defeat of the rebels in 
Ireland, the Pope did not desist from inciting his acccom- 
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plices; nor did the Jesuits give any rest or alleviation 
from their intrigues. 

Another letter from the Jesuit Fagan, dated April 6th, 
1645, to the Jesuit Society in Paris, says: ‘“‘It is not ripe 
* enough as yet to set Anabaptism a-madding at this time, 
“but rather set enmity and variance between Sir John 
«' Presbyter,—that tribe of John Calvin their master,—and 
«the Independents. Jesu, Mary be praised! That tribe holds 
«Sir John in tug.’ He then mentions how that he has 
written to America, for a certain adherent, who was there 
pretending to be a Baptist, and was there sowing dissensions 
in that capacity, to return to England as a Presbyterian, in 
order to inflame the Presbyterians against the Indepen- 
dents. 

I must now refer more at large to the book which I have 
already mentioned; I mean the “ Disputatio Apologetica de 
4‘jure Regni Hibernie,” which the Jesuit Constantine 
O'Mahony published in 1645, Indoing so, [must mention also 
a work of a similar character, which was written by another 
Jesuit, Father Antonine Mamrel, in 1868, and entitled ‘‘ The 
*©Church and the Sovereign Pontiff.” In 1578 it was 
translated into Hnglish, was endorsed by a brief of the 
present Pope, received the written approbations of three 
Trish Archbishops, 24 Irish Bishops, and the General of the 
Jesuits, and was largely disseminated in Ireland, for a very 
small price, 

The book of Constantine O’Mahony was dedicated to all 
Tvish priests and Irishmen, whom he praised warmly for 
their conduct in the rebellion of 1641, and urged ‘‘to con- 
‘etinue and perfect their glorious work for the liberation of 
‘eTreland.”” He then inculeated what we now call “ boy- 
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‘“cotting,” inthe same way as Father Maurel inculcates 
boycotting, of all ‘English and Scotch heretics, whom we 
« yighbly call sons of the devil ; and all the Irish who dare 
‘+o favour them, or serve them in any way." The way he 
inculeated boycotting was this: He told the National Irish 
that, by all law, Divine and human, they were bound ‘ to 
“avoid all communication with such persons, and all 
‘« gervice, help, counsel, favour, or even giving provisions,” 
so ag, if possible, to expel them from the country.” He 
added that ' even if your brother or any relation should be 
an heretic, or should do any act of favour to a heretic, you 
« must kill him, in order that the evil may be taken from 
** your midst.”’ 

Then, after trying to show that ‘the English never had, 
«and haye not now, any right or title in Ireland,” he con— 
tinued : *‘ But even if we concede that the Kings of England 
“had any right to rule in Ireland, yet the sons of Ireland. 
‘are in duty bound to tear the kingdom of Ireland from 
“them, now that those Kings have become heretics, and 
‘therefore tyrants. Because a right and power to depose 
« tyrants, resides in every kingdom and republic, whatever . 
“he its form of Government, Monarchical, Aristocratic, or 
“ Democratic. Even if the nation has given its consent to 
«such an heretical Ruler, and even if the Pope has approved 
‘of his accession to the throne, yet the people have the 
‘‘right to depose him;” because ‘the power and authority 
‘of a king comes from and is conferred by the People,” 
and ‘the People can never alienate from themselves that 
« Sovereignty which they confer on their Ruler.” Because 
«There is a Social Contract, expressed or tacit, between the 
++ King and the People,’ and “ therefore the People may 
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“depose, or eyen \ill the King if he becomes unjusb.” 
Observe the identity of these doctrines, with those of 
Rousseau and the Bneyclopeedists, which produced and 
moulded the great French Revolution. Suarez enunciated 
those doctrines with great precision and detail; as also did 
most of the great Jesuit writers; and in all of them the 
resemblance to the Democratic ideas and positions is very 
striking. 

Father Constantine O’ Mahony proceeded : ‘‘ There cannot 
“‘be mentioned any crime more worthy of loss of office, 
“‘anthority, dignity, and even of life itself, than heresy, 
“*which is the cancer of the body politic. Wherefore, in 
‘‘every well-ordered kingdom, heretics are always burned, 
*‘lest other men should be corrupted by the contagion of 
*' their heresy, aud so descend to the eternal fires of hell.”’ 

On those grounds the Jesuit teacher justified the rebellion 
of the Roman Catholics in 1641, 

Father O’Mahony then concluded by calling on every 
Trishman to “acknowledge the justice of their rebellion, 
‘and to join in it, and to obey the Catholic laws of the 
‘“‘kingdom of Ireland (those made in Synod by the Roman 
‘*bishops), and to desert the unjust canse of the heretics, 
“‘and altogether to disobey the schismatical and heretical 
“Jaws of England.” He also adjured them to choose 
“ Oatholic Ivish rulers and judges for temporal affairs, while 
‘submitting in spirituals to the Pope of Rome, and to the 
** Trish Catholic bishops and priests, anathematizing now 
‘‘and always, all heretical ministers, of every sect, as mem- 
** bers of the devil.” 

Lastly, he thus apostrophized the Irish: ‘‘ Irishmen |! 
“agitate! Go on, and perfect the work you have beeun 
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4(m 1641) for achieving the liberty of Ireland, and kill 
 eyery heretic who opposes you, as well as allthatfavour ox 
‘‘help the heretics im any way. Bemove all such from your 
“midst. You have, already since 1641, in four years, slaugh- 
«fered 150,000 Protestants, as your enemies even contess $ 
‘but I know that many more hereties than that have been 
‘killed; and I wish that every man of them had been 
“killed. It remains for you ta slaughter all the heretics 
“ that remain.” 

Those were the Jesuit doctrines, which the Jesuit Society 
wrote and disseminated throughout Ireland by Father 
©’ Mahony, just as similar doctrines have lately been disse- 
minated by Father Mamrel. 

Archbishop Bramhall, then Bishop of Derry, wrote as 
follows’ to Archbishop Ussher in 1654: “It plainly appears 
‘that, in the year 1646, by order from Rome, above 100 of 
the Romish clergy were sent into Hngland, consisting of 
English, Seotch, and Tish, who had been educated in 
«“Prance, Italy, Germany, and Spain.” These Romish 
priests, the Archbishop said, had been taught various trades 
aud handicrafts, which they were to follow, and which were 
to be their disguises on arrival in England, Further, “they 
“ have more yet at Paris, a fitting to be sent over, who 
* $wice in the week oppose one the other; one pretending 
“ Pyasbytery, the other Independency ; some Anabaptism, 
‘ and the other contrary tenets, dangerous and prejudicial 
‘to the Church of England, and to all the Reformed bere.” 
The Archbishop next stated that these emissaries had many 
pseudonyms; and that they had heen ordered, in case sus- 
picion arose, to remove elsewhere, and take another pseu- 
donym, always keeping up a correspondence with the Head- 
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centre of their circle. ‘Those 100 men who came in 1646, 
‘were most of them soldiers in the Parliament's army, and 
‘were daily to correspond with those Romanists in King 
“ Charles I.’s army, that were lately at Oxford, and pre- 
“tended to fight for his sacred Majesty ;’’ and they had 
been instructed by the Sorbonne, ‘‘ That if was lawful for 
* Catholics to work changes in Governments for mother 
 Ohurch’s advancement, and chiefly in an heretical king- 
“dom; and so lawfully might make away with the King. 
«Phus much tomy own knowledge have I seen and heard.” 

Charles I, was beheaded by the action of the Jesuits, on 
January 30th, 1649; but Oliver Cromwell rose to the head 
of affairs. 

On the death of King Charles T., his son, Charles IL., 
prepared to leave Jersey and land in Iveland. Oliver 
Cromwell anticipated him, by throwing an army into Ire- 
land and putting himself at the head of it. Charles IT. 
then landed in Scotland, on January Ist, 1651, and was 
crowned at Scone. Oliver Cromwell at once crossed the 
Channel and seized Hdinburgh. Charles IT. then fled 
southwards, and the decisive battle was fought at Wor- 
cester, All this time a Benedictine Monk of the name of 
Huddlestone accompanied Charles, as his faithful friend and 
secret adviser; and, after the King’s defeat at Worcester, 
Huddlestone took Charles at once to Paris. 

No less an authority than Lord Macaulay* thus stated 
the result of the policy of repression of Popery, proving the 
plan of Elizabeth and Cromwell to have been the right one. 
He said Oliver Cromwell “resolved to put an end to the 


* History : Vol. I, ch. 1,, p. 129. 
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* conflict of races and religions which had so long distracted 
*Treland, by making the English and Protestant population 
decidedly predominant.’ For this purpose he shipped off 
thousands of Irish to the West Indies, drove out many 
more, and ‘‘ smote the idolators with the edge of the sword. 
“. . , . Strange to say, under that iron rule, the con- 
‘quered country began to wear an outward face of prospe- 
‘rity. Districts, which had recently been as wild as thase 
‘“where the first white settlers of Connecticut were con- 
“ tending with the red men, were in afew years transformed 
into the likeness of Kent or Norfolk. New buildings, 
‘roads and plantations were everywhere seen,” As fast as 
he drove out the Roman Catholies, and their priests, whe 
incited to rebellion, so fast did the country become pros- 
perous and happy. 

A Jesuit of the name of Guiseppe Boero wrote a book, 
from the original documents in the possession of the Jesuit; 
Society, and published it at Rome in the year 1863, ander 
the title ** [storia della Conversione alla Cliesa Cattolicn di 
“ Carlo IT. Re d'Inghilterra.” In that book it is conelu- 
sively proved that Charles was a Roman Catholic at heart 
as early as 1651, and that he had made his abjuration of 
Protestanism not later than 1668. But Abbé Olier, the 
founder of the Seminary of 8. Sulpice,j an intimate fiend 
of Charles, and his instructor in Paris, asserted that, before 
Charles left Paris for Cologne, which he did in 1652, when 
Cardinal Mazarine opened negotiations with Cromwell, he 
had secretly sent to the Pope his abjuration of Protestanism. 
Ti follows that Charles IL. niust have become a Roman 
Catholie in 1651, at latest. 


+ Life, Vol, ii., p, 427, Paris; Poussielegue Rusand, 1841, 
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On May 29th, 1660, Charles entered London as King. Tn 
1662 he married the Roman Catholic Infanta of Portugal, 
although various Protestant alliances, bringing more wealth 
and more influence, had offered themselves. In 1662, James, 
Duke of York, proclaimed himself a Roman Catholic, and 
became a Jesuit, as Boero testifies. In 1662 Charles ITI. 
sent, by the hand of Six Richard Bellings, to Pope Alex- 
ander VII., the details of his plan for bringing his three 
kingdoms into subjection to Rome. Boero gives the docu- 
ment at length. Thus it was that Charles TI. was the chief 
conspirator with Rome, while he sat upon the throne of 
England. 

Im 1668 a natural son of Charles, called De la Cloche du 
Bourg of Jersey, and also called Henri de Rohan, a Jesuit, 
was, as Boero shows, the secret intermediary between 
Charles, on the one side, and the General of the Jesuits and 
the Pope, on the other. Charles’ letters, sent through this 
channel, are still in possession of the Jesuit Society, and 
Boero publishes some of them. On February 2nd, 1685, 
Charles II. was poisoued by bis brother Jarnes and the 
Jesuits.* Why was he poisoned? Simply because he 
feared to go to the lengths they required, and drew back. 
Thus King James I. worked with the Jesuits, and was 
poisoned by them. Charles I. worked with the Jesuits, and 
was killed by them. Charles ID. worked with the Jesuits, 
and was poisoned by them, James II. was a Jesuit himn- 
self, and had sworn to obey the General of the Jesuits in all 
things. 








* Armand Carrel. Zistoire de la Contre-Revolution d' Anglterre. 
1827 ;—a writer styled, in the * Grand Dietionaive Universelie dw 
XIX Siéele;” a “ celebrated author, and one of the noted characters 
of the first half of the centary.” 
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In the year 1687 there was a very great conspiracy, which 
had proceeded from a small beginning, and had grown 
rapidly every year. Ib was utterly unknown to the nation, 
and was suspected only by a few of the longest-headed, and 
yaost far-seeing ; and if they ever spoke of it, they incurred 
vidicule, and were thought to have a craze. In the year 
1687, it was on the verge of achieving success. If it had 
not been for a hot-headed minister and an incantious and 
vain Archbishop, who were too sure of triumph, we might, 
humanely speaking, be even now groaning under a Papal 
despotism. The conspiracy is known now, by the fact that 
a distinguished French writer, of the name of Armand Carrel, 
found in the Louvre, in the year 1824, the secret despatches 
of the French Ambassador to Louis XIV. LI believe that 
similar despatches from Dykyeld, the Dutch Ambassador, 
ave preserved at the Hague. 

Now, let us consider the points in the conspixacy, tn 
fingland there was (1.) an endeavour to introduce, by de- 
srees, into the Church of Nugland, the ritual, and practices, 
and doctrines of the Church of Rome, and to fayour a moye- 
ment for re-union with the Church of Rome. We learn, 
from the writings of Prynne, Archbishop Bramhall, and 
many others, that Jesuits were sent over to simulate Pro- 
testantism and get themselves ordained as Church of Eng- 
land clergymen, No one suspected them of being Jesuits ; 
and they became the leaders of the Ritualistic movement, 
and soon found many foolish clergymen to follow them 
blindly. 

(2.) The second point in the conspiracy was that Jesuits 
pretended to be Presbyterians, and Baptists, aud members 
of all the other Nonconformist bodies, and insinuated them- 
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selves so that they became leaders in those bodies. Then 
they endeavoured to break up those Nonconformist bodies, 
and to set them at variance with each other, and at war with 
the Church of England. ‘The effect of this antagonism was 
to weaken all the Protestant Churches, so as to make the 
Church of Rome relatively stronger. Moreover, many per- 
sons became wearied with the continued antagonisms, and 
variations, and controversies thus caused in Protestantism, 
and ran into the Church of Rome as into a haven of rest. 

(3.) The third point of the conspiracy was that the Govern- 
ments of Charles I. and II. and James IT,, bestowed offices 
and places of trust and influence on declared Romanists or 
on secret Romanists, or at least on persons who had High 
Church notions or Romanist tendencies. 

(4.) The fourth point in the conspiracy was an endeavour 
to discredit the representative system, so as to undermine 
the power of the people of England in the House of Com- 
mous. This was because the people of England were a 
protestant people. You will find in Bishop Burnet’s ‘* His- 
tory of his own time,” at the year 1685, an allusion to the 
Practices of the Court in elections. In previous times, every 
borough had its ancient charter, which regulated its goyem- 
ment. The franchise, among other things, was determined 
by the charter, Generally speaking, every burgess bad a 
vote for the member of Parliament. King James, however, 
persuaded the boroughs to surrender their ancient charters 
for new ones. In the new charter of every borough the 
franchise was confined to the members of the Corporation, 
and James used his utmost influence io get those put on the 
Corporations who had been infected with the Romanizing 
tendency of the day. Thus it was that a leayen of Romaai- 
ism Was introduced into the House of Commons. 
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The accidents of that time and those of the present time 
ave very different, while the reality is the same. The rep- 
resentative system has been perverted, if not destroyed, in 
Hngland, by what is called * Party Government." his is 
a Jesuit invention, by which Parliament is divided, and kept 
in antagonism, and weakened; the two parties abusing and 
discrediting each other np and down the country, while (as 
T know for a fact) the Romanists have their adherents an 
both sides, so as to shape the course of each party in their 
owninterests. Let meexplain myself. Formerly, in accor- 
dance with the Constitution, each borough chose out, from 
among its burgesses, some one or two, whom they had known 
all theix lives, and who lived among them, and whom they 
could trust to look after their interests in Parliament. So 
also each county chose, as Imights of the shire, some two 
landowners, who lived in the county. Well, but (you say), 
that is just what is done now! No, it is just whatis not 
dona now. The Conservative Leader and Conservative 
Whips choose out a man who is utterly unknown to the 
constituency, and send him down to stand for the borough. 
The Liberal Leader selects another man, who is also utterly 
nniknown to the constituency, and sends him down. No 
local man, no man thoroughly well-known to the electors, 
has the slightest chance; for both parties tum against him, 
Then the two fight it out, and, by dint of beer and bribes, 
bunkum and bamboozle, one of them getselected. Tt really 
does not matter which is elected, because, for the Romaniz- 
ing conspirators, the ery is: ‘* Heads I win, and tails you 
lose,” What I meanis this. As both Leaders have strong 
Romanizing tendencies, each one takes care to send down, 
to the borough, a candidate of as romanizing sympathies as 
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will possibly be accepted by the electors. Thus it is that 
every constituency is denied any option between Protes- 
tantism and Romanism. It must elect a Romanizer, which- 
eyer it chooses. Ofthe Leaders of parties it isnot necessary 
to say much. The country is, by this time, well aware of 
Mr. Gladstone’s policy; and what shall I say of Lovd Salis- 
bury who appointed a pupil of the Jesuits as Home Secro- 
tary, and another Romanist as Lord Chief Justice of Ireland ? 
What shall I say of anyone who considers Protestantism to 
be ** quite out of date and yulgay”? 

But what is the remedy for this state of things? That is 
as simple as possible, Before the Ivish began the recent 
agitation, they resorted to the true remedy for themselves. 
They refused to haye anything to say to “ carpet-baygers ” 
(that is, to persons who do not live amougst them, but who 
are sent down from headquarters to stand an election). So 
let every English constituency obey the constitution, and 
elect one of its own number as member, some one that all 
the electors know thoroughly well, and not a stranger, 
Then we shall see a number of Protestant Members of 
Parliament. The Protestant sympathies of the nation will 
come out in making their choice; and the Romanizing 
conspiracy will be at an end. As the Dish elect Papists, so 
will Bnglishmen then choose Evangelical Protestants. 
Until this is done, you will always have a more or less 
Romanizing Parliament. 

(5.) The fifth point consisted in the spread of two doc- 
frines: first, the duty of Non-resistance to the Government 
on alloccasions. This doctrine was also called the Right 
Divine of Kings, It was a Jesuit invention. It was urged 
in the works of Suarez, who wrote dwing the reign of 
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James I.; and in the writings of many other Jesuits also. 
The other doctrine was that of the Dispensing power, or 
the right of the King to dispense any fayoured individuals 
from the effects of the laws. Those were the two points 
into which the struggle between James Il, and his 
people—the endeayour to bring England under the Pope, 
and the resistance to it—was ultimately resolved. James 
was eyer trying to pass measures in favour of his ¢a- 
religionists ; and as he was continually failing, the doctrine 
of the duty of not resisting the Government was inculcated, 
The majority of Protestants in the Parliament, on the other 
hand, were continually adopting Protestant laws, and so 
James said that he had a power to dispense Roman 
Catholics from the effects of those laws. That was the 
meaning of the address of the House of Commons to the 
Crown in 1685, praying the King that he would cause the 
laws of England to be observed and carried out. It was a 
blow at the alleged Dispensing power of the King. 

Two years afterwards, in 1687, exactly two centuries ago, 
King James issued a Proclamation of Toleration to free the 
Protestant Nonconformists from the Tests and Penal Laws. 
Tt was the Dispensing power exerted in their fayour. He 
did not care for the Nonconformists; he was a Jesuit and 
hated all Protestants; but he desired to make use of the 
Noneonformists, and play them off against the Church of 
England. He tried to make a cat’s paxy of them and gain 
their support and assistance in freeing the Romanists from 
the penal laws. But in those days, the Nonconformists 
were ¢lever, long-headed people, and very staunch Protes- 
tants, They saw through the trick; they were not deluded. 
They differed from the Nonconformists of these days, who 
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allowed themselves to be humbugged, by pamphlets on 
“Vaticanism”’ and braye speeches, into accepting a great 
orator as a Protestant leader. 

The King next ordered the clergy to read that Decree of 
Toleration at Divine Service. But the clergy felé that this 
would be drawn into a precedent, and that, if they should 
comply, they would next be ordered to read a decree in 
fayour of Popish doctrines. This is what Burnet says i— 
*“The point at present was not whether a toleration was 
“‘a lawfal or an expedient thing. The declaration was 
“*founded on a claim of the dispensing power which the King 
‘did now assume, that tended to the total subversion of 
“the Government, and the making it arbitrary; whereas, by 
‘the Constitution, it was a legal administration... .. . 
“This declaration was founded on such a Dispensing Power, 
‘fas had been often declared illegal in Parliament, both in 
‘the year 1662, and in the year 1672, and in the beginning 
* of his own reign, and it was a matter of great consequence 
“bo the whole nation, both in Church and State, that they 
“ (the clergy) could not in prudence, honour, and conscience 
‘make themselves parties to it.”’ 

The bishops also saw the danger (for there were Protes- 
tant bishops in those days), and presented a petition to the 
King against it. The King flew into a passion at the 
resistance to his will, and said he would teach them Non- 
resistance, and would show them that obedience was neces- 
sary; and he sent them to the Tower. The Attormey- 
General, Sayer, said that he could not defend the Dispen- 
sing power, as it was utterly illegal; and resigned his office, 
to become counsel for the bishops. Very soon afierwards, 
William Prince of Orange landed, and came to London, 
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Yet our sturdy forefathers did not at once offer him the 
Crown. They first presented their Bill of Rights, one of 
which was an abjnration of the Dispensing power for ever. 
He agreed to it, and the Bill of Rights was embodied in am 
Act of Parliament, which is now the law of the land. The 
Dispensing power was thus abjured for ever. 

Now let us descend the stream of time, and come to the. 
year in which we are living. Let us look for that doctrine 
of Non-resistance to the Government, which played so great 
a part in the Romish conspiracy of the seventeenth century. 
Where is it? Here itis, lurking under another name. It 
is now belauded as “ Party Discipline.’ To this day, the 
doctrine of Non-resistance is enforced; but under a different 
aspect. Every man is compelled to join one of the party 
organisations. Then pressure is pub upon him, through his 
constituency ; bribes ave offered to him, in the way of 
office or posts under Government, or entrance into “ Bo- 
ciety,” or sometimes money to the amount of ten thousand 
pounds,—to make him vote always with his party. It is 
thought to be a dishonourable thing, and is held in scorn, 
it he breaks away from his party, Repeatedly the duty 
is ineulcated, on every new member, of voting with his 
party on every occasion. If he fails in that supposed 
duty, he is sneered at as “ refractory,” and branded as 
‘(nob amenable to discipline.” As it is the same thing on 
whichever side of the House you sit, andas both the leaders 
are aiming at the same point, you see here the old face of 
Non-resistance, under the new name of Party Discipline; 
while the Right Divine of kings is new-named ‘‘One-man 
Government.” 

While Lord Palmerston, the last Protestant Minister, 
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was alive, it could not be said that both leaders were in- 
fected with the Romanizing tendency. On Lord Palmer- 
ston’s death, an eminent Jesuit (who however passed for a 
Protestant), said tome: “‘Now we haye got England be- 
‘tween the upper and nether mill-stone.” T did not under- 
stand the saying at the time, but I see now that it meant 
the Right Divine of the Romanizing Conspiracy. 

Now let us look for the old Dispensing power, which was 
abjured for ever in 1688. Take the Public Worship Act, 
which was passed by Mr. D’Israeli’s Government, and was 
claimed by Lord Cairns as a Goyernment measure. What 
is the “Power of Veto” of the bishops? ‘That is the 
Dispensing power under a new name. Consider the effect 
of it. Say that there is a Ritualistic clergyman, or a 
Romanizing vicar. A member of the congregation can 
stand it no longer; he will not allow his Protestant toes to 
be continually trodden upon, and he determines to appeal 
to a Court of Law, ‘‘No, io!” says the bishop, ‘IT havea 
“power of veto, and I will not allow you to lay your 
‘complaint before a Court of Law.’ Then all the congre- 
gation have to sit down, and allow the Remanizing to go 
on at its own pace. Is not that the Dispensing power? 
The bishop has dispensed the culprit from the penalties he 
had incurred, under the Act, by his Popish innovations. 
Again, there is an Act which forbids Popish processions in 
public places. Yet such a procession took place the other 
day in the Hast of London ; and another, a few days before, 
in a northern town. Those acts were illegal, and persons 
determined to enforce the law. “No, no,” said the 
Attorney-General, “you cannot take proceedings under the 
* Act without my leave, and I do not give you leaye.” 
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Thus the Attorney-General exercised the Dispensing power 
in favour of those culprits. Again, year after year, 
hundreds of times, the. Lottery Act is infringed by 
monusteries and convents and priests and nuns, who desire 
fo raise money in this illegal manuer, for their own pt- 
poses. Over and oyer again, persons have tried to stop 
this practice, in a Court of law; but the Attormeys-General, 
Liberal and Conservative, have always forbidden proceed- 
ings being taken ; or, nother words, they haye dispensed the 
Romish and Riatualistic offenders from the penalties of the 
Act. They have, in fact, decreed that the law of the land 
shall not take effect, and that those Romanizers shall have 
free course in their attenpts to Romanize the people of 
Bugland. 

And the exercise of the Dispensing power does nob stop 
there, but is used on every oceasion where it cam adyance 
the Romanizing Conspiracy. It has been very largely used 
ynder the Land Act of 1881. Thus, Si: Michael Beach, 
Siy Redvers Buller, Col. Tuner, Judge Curran, Captain 
Plunkett, and others have ‘ put pressure on Jandlords,* to 
give way to the tenants, and abnormally reduce the rents 
which the tenants owed. In other words, they have been 
dispensing the tenants from paymg their just debts. In 
fact, Sir Michael Beach made a speech at Clifton, in 1886, 
in which he declared it to be the policy of Lord Salisbury’s 
Government, and exulted in their achievements, in exerting 
the Dispensing power. Thus he did; while Gol. Tarner, 
Sir Redvers Buller, and the others, said that they would 
vefuse police support ab evictions, and police protection 
from the vengeance of the National League, unless the 
landlords would make large abatements from the sums 
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owing to them by their tenants. In other words, they com- 
pelled the landlords to tear up the decrees of the law courts 
in their favour, and accede to the demands of the tenants. 
That was a refusal to enforce the law. It was the exercise 
of the Dispensing power in favour of the Romanist tenants. 

Now let me quote what Judge Curran wrote to the 
Roman Catholic Bishop of Kerry. Ib was, I believe, a 
confidential letter; but it was given to the world by a 
Nationalist Member of Parliament, and appeared in the 
Times of February 8th, 1887. It was as follows :— 

“T was able to confer substantial boons on the tenants, 
*Fand I let them depart, in the large majority of cases, 
“« happy and contented.”’ 

Mr. Harrington, M.P., published that letter and wrote 
comments on that letter ;— 

“The moral from Mr. John Adye Curran’s letter is very 
“clear. If all those varied communications between him 
#*and General Buller and Colonel Turner, and the obstinate 
«nay, illegal—refusal to sign decrees duly obtained in 
** public court, were so willingly undertaken at the instance 
*‘of a Tory Ministry to put pressure on their Tory landlord 
«followers, it will not need much reasoning to show how 
“readily accessible is the same machinery whenever it 
“‘ shall he the object of a coercion Government to hunt a 
“* Nationalist to prison or the grave.” 

Lord Salisbury’s Government can be energetic in Dis- 
pensing the Romanist tenants from the effects of the law; 
but they cannot be energetic in putting down the Agitation, 
as they should do, in accordance with the law. Lord Salis- 
bury came into power yaunting himself that he would trust 
to the ordinary law, and would not ask for any additional 
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powers, as Mr. Gladstone was about to do; and yet he 
refused to put the ordinary law in foree to put down the 
agitators and their ‘* Plan of Campaign.’ Thus he dis- 
pensed the agitators from the ordinary criminal laws of the 
country. 

So also Mr. Parnell himself said, in the House of Com- 
mons, in the Debate on the Address this year (on February 
8th). I will take but one short extract from a long speech, 
which is full of the like matter. Mr. Parnell said that the 
large reductions of rent in Treland and stoppage of evictions 
were ‘due to the exercise of a Dispensmg power on the 
* part of the Government,”” so that ‘it is evident that the 
« Government and the authors of the Plan of Campaign are 
‘« aiming, and have been auning at precisely the same thing 
«. . . and it is a remarkable thing that for nearly two 
‘months after the Plan of Campaign had been published 
“the Government refrained from taking any action agains 
“it, or expressing any opinion that it was illegal.” 

Those were the five points of the conspiracy as far as 
Bngland was concerned. The other two relate to Treland; 
and James II.,who was a sworn Jesuit, entrusted the carry- 
out of those points in’ Ireland to the Barl of Tyrconnell, 
who was called ‘ Lying Dick Talbot.” 

(6.) The sixth point was to vex and worry out the Pro- 
testant landowners.of Ireland, to impoverish and ruin them, 
and drive them out of the country. Why? Because the 
landlords were the backbone of Protestantism in the 
country, and the recognized leaders of the people. Because 

.they were the link which held Ireland fast to England, 
and maintained the connection between the two countries. 
Tt is not necessary for me to enlarge any more on this 
point, 
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(7.) The seventh point was that another law, called the 
“law of the agitators,” was set up in Ireland, beside the 
law of the Jand; and other courts beside the King's Courts. 
That law was a secret law, and those courts were secret 
courts. An account of that work in Ireland, written by a 
Jesuit, stated that the so-ealled ‘law of the agitators” 
was, in fact, the Canon Law of Rome; but that this was 
known to very few. ‘To this point we must devote a more 
particular attention; and in doing so, we must bear in mind 
that the ultimate aim was to separate Ireland from England, 
and to make it an autonomous Roman Catholic State. To 
this point we shall therefore revert as soon as we haye 
looked at the events of 1787 and 1788. 

Tt was in 1625 that Charles I. came to the throne. He 
was already a Roman Catholic. He had changed his re- 
ligion during his residence in Spain, whither he had gone in 
1628. Now, it appears, from ‘‘ The Stuart Papers,” pub- 
lished by the Queen's publisher—but almost immediately 
suppressed, and destroyed,—that a Treaty was made be- 
tween the French King and James the Pretender, which 
had been arranged by the Pope, the Hmperor, and the 
King of Spain, and signed on September 29, 1723, By this 
Treaty, the French King contracted to assist James’ pre- 
tensions with a French Army and Fleet ; and, by clause 
2, James contracted: ‘by the same Treaty, to restore 
“the liberty and independence upon the Kingdom, the 
“Parliament, and the Council of Mngland; and to be go- 
“‘verned, in time coming, by laws made by their own 
* Parliament; and that the chief of those laws shall be 
“concerted and fixed hefore the Freuch troops leave Great 
4° Britain.” 
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From a letter of Bishop Atterbury, dated July 30, 1725, 
to the Earl of Inverness, we find that £180,000 was placed 
in trust with the Bishop, to pay the Highlanders who 
should join the rising, with the object of putting James on 
the throne, Thus the Home Rule project was firmly set ou 
foot by the Pope and Catholic Powers. 

We pass over the ill-fated rising which ocenrred a score 
of years after, and come to 1787. In that year, a powerful 
League was formed by the Pope, and Emperor, and French 
King, and other Roman Catholic Sovereigns of Hurope, to 
put Charles Edward Casimir Stuart on the throne. Even 
in Holland and England, the Republican party were on the 
side of France and the Roman League; while the Stadt- 
holder clung to Prussia and England. 

On January Ist, 1787, the Emperor Joseph II. issued 
Edicts for centralizing the Government of the Austrian 
Netherlands, both as to civil and Neelesiastical matters. 
This was a violation of his ‘* Inaugural Contract" with 
the Belgian people; which guaranteed the freedom ot 
yeligion and worship. 

This year, the Prince of Wales—an ally of Charles 
James Fox—greatly weakened his position, by secretly 
marrying a Roman Catholic in a Romanist Church. She 
was daughter of Walter Smythe, of Banbridge, and was 
porn in 1756. In 1775 she married an Unele of Cardinal 
Weld, of Lulworth (who settled the Jesuits in Stoneyhurst). 
She married afterwards Thomas Fitzherbert. She again 
became a widow in 1781, and married the Prince of Wales 
in 1787. By the Bill of Rights and Act of Settlement, 
every member of the Royal family who should marry a, 
Roman Catholic, or become a Roman Catholic, or enter 
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into communion with the Pope, thereby forfeits his right to 
succeed to the throne. It was pleaded, for the Prince o 
Wales, however, that the Royal Marriage Act made every 
matriage, without the consent of the Crown, to he no 
marriage. The Prince, therefore, without any divorce, 
married Princess Caroline of Brunswick on April 8th, 1795, 
and divorced her next year, after the birth of a Princess. 
Those were the events of 1787. 

On April 15th, 1788, the States General denounced the 
alliance with France, which had been signed on November 
10th, 1785; and entered into an alliance with England and 
Prussia, against the League of the Roman Catholic powers. 
As Austria joined Russia in the war against Turkey and 
Sweden, the people of the Austrian Netherlands succeeded 
in throwing off the yoke of Austria. 

In France, the Roman Catholic clergy declared against 
the government ; the Assembly of Notables was dissolved ; 
and the great Revolution was inaugurated by the Eneyclo- 
peedists, who were disciples of the Jesuits. 

Italy was pervaded by a spirit of reformation, and a 
strong reaction against the Papal claims was effectually 
urged by writers of eminence: Filangieri, Bodoni, Alfieri, 
Goldoni, Algarotti, Foscolo, Metastasio, &e.; and Charles 
Bdward Casimir Stuart, the Pretender, died at Rome 
(January 16th). Those were some of the Providences 
of 1788. 

Now we niust revert to ‘‘the law of the agitators,” to 
that ‘other law,’’ which has been put in the place of the 
law of the land. Judge O’Brien, on the 11th March last, 
when delivering his charge to the jury, said that in Ireland 
there is now a war against all constituted authorities, that 
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the laws of the land are defeated, or rather, said he, the law 
of the land no longer exists. Lord Cowper's Commission 
asserted yery much the same. They said that there has 
been growing up in Ireland, alongside the law of the land, 
another law, which is swift and certain in its judgments, 
while the law of the land is dilatory and uncertain. In 
fact, another law has taken the place of the laws of 
Bngland. What is that ‘other law’? That is at the 
bottom of the whole case. What is that ‘‘ other law” % 
Did you ever hear of that “other law” haying been 
made? I ask by whom was that ‘‘obher law” made in 
Ireland? Did the representatives of the different branches 
of the Land League meet together in a sort of parliament, 
and discuss and make laws and pass them and promulgate 
them? I never heard of it. If they had done so, the 
Argus eyes of the newspapers would have somehow seen 
it, and their long ears would have caught the voice of those 
self-constituted senators, and we should have known all 
about the making of that ‘other law.” Well, I say the re- 
presentatives of the different branches of the Land League 
did not meet together, and did not make any laws. Then, 
perhaps it was the chiefs of the movement that met to- 
gether in solemn conclaye and council, and made those laws. 
The chiefs of the movement are Davitt, Dillon, Parnell, 
Gladstone, Forde, Sheridan, and Egan. But, no! I never 
heard of their haying met together. I never heard of their 
having made laws. Not one of them ever said they had 
ret together and made laws. Let us then examine that 
“other law,’ and judge, if possible, of its origin, from its 
character and effects. 

In January, 1880, the Papal organ, the Aurora, stated im 
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a leading article that, although it appeared that the ‘* news 
“of a rebellion in Ireland was unfounded, yet agitation was 
“bubbling up;” that ‘the land, now in possession of 
‘others, had been taken by force from the ancestors of the 
Trish who legitimately possessed it; and that the flames 
« of this agitation must, one day or another, break oul, and 
«might extend to edifices deemed secure.” That ‘‘to remedy 
“the present condition of Ireland it was necessary to allow 
‘liberty of legally forming a more tolerable state of things 
“for the people descended from the ancient proprietors ; 
“and the best remedy wowld bea Parliament of her own.” 
Archbishop Croke is reported in the Times of June 3rd, 1881, 
as saying, ‘‘ He had heard it said, that the people {of Ire- 
“‘ Jand] would be quiet and contented, if it were not for the 
‘agitators. Not atall. The time had come, the hour had 
“ struck, the bell hadsounded its knell. The time for the rising 
‘of the Trish people had arrived. In the development of this 
* mighty movement the priesthood of Ireland had had a con- 
‘« swicuous share.” We must also remember that the Pope 
summoned all the bishops and archbishops of Ireland to 
Rome, and there he had a secret conference with them, 
and, no doubt, drew out the whole plan of campaign, and 
approved of all this resistance to the English Courts and 
the contempt of the Queen's law, and the resistance to 
taxes, the land question, and everything else. Therefore it 
was that, on June 10th, 1882, a Pastoral was issued by the 
Roman Catholic Bishops in Ireland, in which they stated, 
« the object af our national movement has had the approval 
‘cand blessing, not only of your priests and bishops, but af 
“the Sovereign Pontiff himself.’—(Lablet, Tune 17th, 1882.) 

It has been the practice, which the Papal Enyoy Mon- 
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signor Persico says he has discovered throughout the 
Romanist portions of Ireland, to pray solemnly, ati mass, for 
yebels. The Romanist organ, the Weekly Register, has re- 
ported many celebrations of mass, not only in Treland, biti 
in England also, for the repose of the souls of the mur- 
derers of Lord Frederick Cavendish and Mr, Bourke. 
The Times of January 23, 1884, mentioned similar cele- 
brations for the soul of O'Donnell, who went out te Natal 
to murder Carey, the informer. Carey was a deyout Ro- 
manist, and held official rank in the Roman Catholic chapel 
he attended, and was an active member of a religious so- 
dality, and a regular recipient of the Sacrament. During 
all this time he was plotting murders; but, after being 
arrested, he turned Queen's evidence. He was, tharefore, 
murdered by O'Donnell. But not a mass has been said for 
the repose of Carey's soul, becamse he aided the cause of 
Justice and the British Government. When a man is seu- 
tenced to death for murders committed in resistance to 
the law of the land, he is a martyr, and is prayed for, 
and sometimes canonized. So Allen, Larken, and O’Brien 
ave styled the ‘‘ Manchester Martyrs,” and have masses 
said on the anniversary of their execution, and a glorious 
monument is erected to their honour in Glasnevin cemetery; 
by the inscription on which, others are urged to follow 
their example. For the poor people of Dublin repair to 
that monument to reatl the inscription and pray, This 
travesty of religion is encouraged by the Popish prelates. 
The Zimes (April 26th, 1886), stated that Dr. Crake, Arch- 
bishop of Cashel, had forwarded a subscription of £5 to- 
wards the erection of a monument to commemorate the 
execution of Allen, Larken and O’Brien. The Archbishop 
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wrote: “The three Irishmen above-named, now universally 
“known as the Manchester martyrs, are, I believe, fully 
‘Centitled to that designation, having been wrongfully ar- 
‘vested, unfairly tried, and barbarously executed for par- 
‘‘ticipation in an outrage for which they were not guilty, 
“and a murder which they not only did not commit, but 
“could not possibly have contemplated. They went like 
‘‘ heroes to their doom, and Ireland does well to perpetuate 
‘the memory of their chivalrous bearing on the scaffold, 
“and of their unflinching fidelity to faith and country.” 
Lest the Pope should appear behindhand in the endeayour 
to discredit British Law, and set up the Canon Law of 
Rome in its stead (which is, as I will presently show, the 
law of the agitators), what did he do? He published the 
canonization of 261 of the greatest scoundrels that ever 
existed in England—I mean the rebels that had been ex- 
ecnted in England during the reigns of Henry and Bliza- 
beth. And why were they executed? Because they tried 
to overturn the Government of England, and bring the 
country under the demination of the Pope, and pub the 
Pope's authority and the Canon Law over the authority of 
the laws of England. By canonizing those rebels, there- 
fore, the Pope was anew proclaiming this very principle for 
which the rebels were beheaded or hung; he was again 
saying it was the duty of every Roman Catholic to overtwn. 
our constitution or bring it under the Canon Law, 

Further, tho Times (Aug. 11th, 1884) states that “ nearly 
«call the Roman Catholic prelates in Iveland have given 
‘etheir adhesion to the National League ;”’ and (Sept. 9th, 
1884) that ' the organization of crime and outrage in Ireland 
‘tis proceeding with more rapid strides in the provinces, 
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‘ryder the auspices of the National League, and with the 
<t henediction of the spiritual guides of the people; that 
++yniniaters of religion, who might be expected to teach the 
« highest lessons of morality, and to point out the danger 
‘i which is incurred by a reckless disregard of authority, 
countenance and commend acts of frand and violence, 
‘and that the general tenour of their teaching, which some 
« listen to without temonstranee, and others openly repeat, 
‘ig to make outlaws of the people.” 

On January 15th, 1886, Avchbishop Walsh, the Roman 
Catholic Archbishop of Dublin, intimated, in very unnis- 
takable terms, that if the Imperial Government was nob 
prepared to granb legislative independence to Treland, 
England would haye to reckon with the dynamite party, 
The Archbishop's words were that, “ other weapons fa 
‘which even now some desperate men were waiting theix 
«: opportunity to have racourse—the dagger of the assassin, 
‘cand those other and in some sense more fearful 
“engines of destruction which the progress of modern 
«science had placed in the hands of those who make no 
“geeret of their determination to seek for the last hope 
‘of freedom for Ireland, if they could not find it else- 
‘where, among the ruins of English cities and of Buglish 
‘civilization. et us trust, then, that those in whose 
‘hands under Providence lie the issues of the immediate 
‘‘future, will be wise in time.’—(Tumes, January 16th, 
1836.) 

Lastly, it is a fact that each of the Parish Priests is the Pre- 
aident of the branch of the National League in his parish; and 
the priests do not willingly submit to laws made by laymen, 
bevause it iscontrary to their Canon Law to do 80; and the 
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Roman Catholic bishops, who are at the head of this move- 
ment, would not actin obedience to laws made by fhe Dayitts 
and Dillons and Fordes and Hgans, when those prelates 
openly repudiate the laws made by the Parliament of Great 
Britain and Iveland. To what conclusion, then, must we 
arrive? Constantine O’Mahony, the Jesuit, stated that there 
was, in 1641, another law in Ireland which had superseded 
the laws of England ; and that ‘* the other law is called the 
“law of the agitators, but is really the Canon Law of 
Rome.” Ib was the same in the Revolution of 1795. It 
is the same at this day. There is, in Deland, another law, 
beside the law of the land ; there is another authority, which 
is held to be supreme oyer the Queen's authority ; there are 
other courts, besides the Queen’s Courts—courts, over each 
one of which the local priest is president; while, as you 
kmow, all the priests owe implicit obedience to the bishops, 
as the bishops do to the Pope. That other law is the law 
which has emanated from the hierarchical authovity of the 
Roman Church. 

Not only is that so, but that other law is raised in the 
people’s esteem, while the authority of the Queen is de- 
pressed, even by the Government of Lord Salisbury. The 
law of England is always brought into contempt whenever 
there is a collision between if and the National League law. 
A body of a thousand armed police have been ordered to 
retire, whenever the question arose whether the decrees of 
the Queen's Courts, or the edicts of the National League 
Courts should prevail; and the priests and the National 
League Courts have always been allowed to prevail. Thus 
have the people of Ireland been taught to despise the laws 
of England and the authority of the Queen. 
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Now let us gather up a few of the most salient facts, or 
what Lord Bacon would call “ Prerogative Instances '’; 
and I will show thatif they do not all spring from, they 
are at least enjoined by, the Canon Law of Rome. 

First, there is a secret code of laws, There 18 also a 
secret tribunal, Those laws are enforced, and the decrees 
of the secret courts are carried out by boycotting. They 
ave even enforced by murders—which they do not call 
murders, but judicial sentences. They ate enforced in 
other ways. Young ladies, who were seen talking to police- 
men, had their locks shorn off and their heads shampooed 
with hot pitch. Other young ladies were divested of their 
garments, and had to undergo flagellation with furze bushes, 
That is the way those laws are enforced. There 18 
another fact: In Ireland they have spread abroad the 
report that you cannot get justice in the Queen’s Courts; 
that the judges are evil, and the juries ave bribed. The 
priests themselves seb the Queen’s Courts ab defiance. 
They absolutely refuse to give evidence—the commones 
evidence—in the Queen’s Courts, because they will not 
acknowledge the authority of the courts. That is another 
fact. Further, an Archbishop publishes a manifesto in. 
which he incites the Irish people to pay no more taxes to 
the Queen’s Government. Then we have the land ques- 
tion ; that is another great fact in this movement. 

The Canon Law of Rome is contained in three huge 
folios. In former days, priests studied those books, to the 
exchision of almost everything else. In these days many 
priest study the original Canon Law ; but the majority in 
Treland learn it from ‘ Den’s complete Body of Pheoloyy.” 
That work was adopted as the Text Book, on March 15th, 


120 SCYLUA OR CHARYBDIS} WHICH ? 


1776, by the Jesuit College of Lonvain. It was selected by 
the Romish Bishops of Ireland as the Standard Manual 
for all the Irish priests, on’‘September 14th, 1808; and a 
copy of the work, which then consisted of seyen volumes, 
was ordered to be printed and sent to every priest in 
Treland. In 1831 it was set up as the ‘ Conference Book” 
of the Irish Priests: and a new edition was ordered, 
together with an eighth volume, which contained the Bull 
“In Cené Domini,” and other Bulls and Decretals. ‘The 
Annual Conferences, which the priests of each Diocese were 
bound to attend, were discussions on the successtve chapters 
of Den's Theology, They were, in fact, incentives to study, 
and examinations in results achieved. ‘That book taught 
them that all Protestants are heretics; that all baptized 
persons belong to the Church of Rome (which accounts lay 
baptism, and even heretic baptism, as a valid admission 
into their Church) ; that all baptized persons are bound by 
the Canon Law of Rome; that it is the duty of all Bishops 
and Priests to compel, even by force, all erring members to 
enter her fold; that those who remain outside her pale 
ought to be punished by confiscation of property, ipsd jure, 
by exile, imprisonment, and death—eyen death by burning 
alive; and lastly, that all who die outside her fold must be 
denied a Christian burial. 

Now I will refer to just one Bull, in the Sth volume 
of Dens, to establish my position that the doings in 
Ireland are enjoined by the Canon Law of Rome; and 
then, im regard to the Land question, I must briefly refer 
to another Bull. First, for the Bull Ju Cand Domm. 

In former days, Popes used to issne such Bulls annually; 
put in 1741 Pope Benedict XIV. issued one such Bull, and 
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decreed that it was to remain in foree until it should be 
superseded by another Bull issued by another Pops. 
Why is it called In Cand Domini? Because itis a Bull, 
containing the most horrible anathemas and curses, ubtered 
on the anniversary when the Last Supper of our Lord 
was institubed, that is to say, the day before Good Friday. 
This Bull In Cend Domini of Pope Benedict XIV. is a 
sort of epitome of the Roman Canon Law; and I think 
T can show how this Irish moyement sprang from it. 
This is the way the Bull begins: ‘ Following the ancient 
‘and solemn custom, we excommunicate and curse, on the 
“part of Almighty God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and 
“by the authority of the blessed Apostles Peter and Paul, 
‘and by our own authority,” and so forth, Now whom 
does he curse? First, all heretics and schismatics, and all 
persons who refuse obedience— absolute and implicit 
obedience—to the Pope. In clause 7 he anathematizes and 
curses ‘all who give information to heretics to the preju- 
‘dice of the Catholic religion.” Now that is the reason 
why, when the bishops and priests enter into a conspiracy 
in Ireland, you can never get any information of it, except 
perhaps through the cleyerness of detectives; but no other 
persons will give you the least information, because they 
would come under the curse of the Pope in this Bull. 
Clause 13 likewise anathematizes and curses ‘all as well 
‘‘eeclesiastics as seculars who have recourse to secular 
‘(courts and to the lay power,” 

Again, he curses * all who take causes relating to tithes, 
“and all causes connected with spiritual matters *’ from the 
Pope's ecclesiastical judges to the Queen’s judges. This 
Bull of Pope Benedict was published in Iveland for the tirsi 
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time in 1831+: and two or three years afterwards the tithe 
war arose, and tithes were done away with. There is now 
a tithe wax raging in Wales. I do not know whether it 
springs from the same cause. Again, in clause 15, ‘and we 
“ eurse all who procure to be swnmoned before their tri- 
bunal, contrary to the disposition of the Canon Law, any 
* ecclesiastical person whatsoever, and we curse allwho shall 
“ordain, or publish, or use when enacted, any statutes or 
‘decrees whereby ecclesiastical liberty is in any way re- 
“stricted.” This sets up the Canon Law of Rome above 
the law of the land, and proclaims the immunity of the clergy 
from all civil courts and from all civil laws. Tt was not first 
instituted in this Bull; it was first instituted more than 
1,000 years ago, in the year 858, by Pope Nicholas I. It 
was repeated over and over again by successive Popes, and 
was re-enacted by Pins [X., on December 19, 1869. Now 
we come to the next clause: ‘We anathematize and curse 
“all who prevent bishops exercising their jurisdiction against 
‘‘any persons whatsoever, according to that which the 
“ gacred canons and ecclesiastical constitutions and decrees 
‘of the General Councils do appoint, and all who, eluding 
“the judgment of any ecclesiastical court, have recourse to 
*«gecular courts.” The Roman Catholic bishops are hereby 
seb up as judges in Ireland, and their courts take the place 
of the courts of the Queen. Now bear in mind the case of 
Father Ryan, which oceurred this year. It arose from this 
very clause. Clause 18 says: “ And we curse all who 
‘impose assessments, tithes, tolls, subsidies, and other 
burdens upon the clergy or other ecclesiastical per- 
‘sons, renewing the decrees sei forth by the sacred 
eanons or General Councils.” It is under that clause 
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that Archbishop Croke issued his manifesto, forbidding 
the people fo pay any tases. The next clause is 
this: “And we curse all magistrates and judges who 
‘bring criminal causes against ecclesiastical persons, 
“by arresting them or pronouncing sentences against 
“them.” You have heard lately of the resignations of the 
police m Ireland. Numerous policemen have sent in their 
resignations. Why? Becatise they come ander the curse 
in this section of the Bull In Cand Domim, if they arrest 
any priest, or bring any ecclesiastical persom before a courb 
of the Queen. Now you see how the clergy are taught to 
look upon the laws of Hngland as laws they ave mob bound 
to obey. They are also taught, and they are obliged by 
their oaths, to obey the Canon Law of Rome. The 27th 
clause enacts that the bishops shall every year cause this 
Bull fn Gand Domini, to be published ; and it commands 
every priest to study it in order that he may inculcate those 
principles in the Confessional. Ib is noi necessary for any 
Irish person to buy the Bull. He is taught all these prin- 
ciples—namely, the principles which are subversive to our 
constitution and laws—in the Confessional. Now I come 
to theapplication. The first point 1s this: There are secret 
tribunals and a secret code of laws in Ireland. Tt must first 
be shown that the action of the Canon Law is secret. 
There was a Bishop, Dr. O’Finan, who was Bishop of 
Killala, He considered himself to haye been libelled by 
priest, and brought an action for libel in the Queen's Court, 
He was instantly deposed from his Bishopric; and Arch- 
bishop M*Hala was afterwards interrogated on this subject 
on oath before the Commissioners of Irish education. He was 
asked this question —‘_Isit the course of Rome to send av 


124 SCYLLA OR CHARYBDIS; WHICH? 


“absolute mandate, and dismiss an individual without 
‘having heard him in his defence?” Archbishop M*Hale 
answered: ‘‘ Rome appears to haye done so in the present 
‘instance.’ Then he was asked, ‘! But then would it not 
“startle you a little if the Court of Rome condemned a 
“person without an investigation into the truth or false- 
*“‘hood of the charges against him, and can that be the 
“course of proceeding at Rome?” Archbishop M‘Hale 
answered: “* Very often.” He was then asked, “Why, 
“Dr. M’Hale, is there a secret tribunal, such as the Tnquisi- 
** tion, in Rome, that would condemn a man unheard in his 
“defence?” Archbishop M‘Hale replied, “It has been 
“‘done, I conceive, in the present instance.” Then the 
question was put to him: ‘So, then, the Court of Rome 
‘issues mandates without have heard the party in their 
“defence? That doctrine surprises me not a little.” 
Answer: ‘The fact is so, however.’’ Does not that bear 
out the assertion that the proceedings under the Canon 
Law of Rome are secret? and that its judgments are 
secret, until they fall upon the poor victim? I need not 
mention Archbishop Oroke’s manifesto any further, because 
I mentioned it in connection with the 18th clause of the 
Bull In Cend Domini. The case of Father Keller occurred 
the otherday, He was summoned to give evidence in a mere 
casé of bankruptey in Dublin, and he refused to appear. 
They sent down police to apprehend him, and they did 
apprehend him. Father Keller said: ‘I do not wish to go 
“to Dublin by the quick train, but to wait for an hour and 
«half, and go by a slow train.’ Why? “ Because we want 
**to organize deputations all along the line, so that my 
“refusal shall not be the refusal of an individual, but shall 
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"bea national movement.” The Government, or whoever 
was responsible, allowed him to do so. He went by the 
slow train, and, amongst other places which he stopped at, 
was Cashel. Dr. Croke is Archbishop of Cashel, and he 
appeared (perhaps in full camonicals), and gave Tather 
Keller his blessing, and said—now mark the words—that his 
resistanee was in accordance with that higher law, which is 
above the laws of Hngland. Yes, in accordance with the 
Ganon Law of Rome. When this man arrived im 
Dublin, he was uot put in the prison van and taken 
to prison; but the Lord Mayor met him in his state 
coach, and Archbishop Walsh of Dublin came, and they 
took him to the best hotel in Dublin. I do not know 
how it was that the Government permitted it; but L 
ain afraid we have a government that likes the Roman 
Catholies and the High Church too much. The next day, 
Keller went to court, and Dr. Walsh, Archbishop of Dublin, 
took his place in the court beside Keller; and Father Kel- 
ler then and there refused to give any evidence, though 
the question had nothing to do with his parish or the con- 
fessional. It was this: Were you in the Mall House—that 
is the Town Hall—on the 16th March last? So he was 
sent to prison. That man had not been very long in prison 
before he was rewarded by the Bishop with a canonry, 
Does not that show the contempt of English law which"has 
been inculeated by the Bull? During a debate in the 
House of Commons this summer, the great orator made a 
speech which was full of nothmg but contempt of Mnglish 
juries, contempt of English courts of law, and contempt. of 
English judges. I do not know whether be got his eve 
from the same Bull, Now we come to the case of Father 
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Ryan. He imitated the example of Father Kelley, or 
rather he did it from the same principle as Father Keller 
did, but he went further. Father Ryan published a letter 
in The Tablet last December. It was headed ‘The sacred 
duty of rebellion,” and ran thus :—* As one more or less in 
touch with the national sentiment, lay and clerical, of 
‘this country, I venture to answer as follows: Eyer since 
“‘the Union, the best and most honourable of Irishmen 
have looked on rebellion as a sacred duty, provided there 
“were a, reasonable chance of success. . . . . Irish- 
‘men bless it, and Irish priests and Irish bishops bless it, 
“and declare it to be high and unassailable morality.’’ Now, 
mind you those words, ‘‘ sacred duty. Those words were 
not lightly used. They meant this: the nan believed the 
Bull In Cand Domini to be of an infallible authority 
and to proclaim the truth; and that Bull, if any Bull 
did, proclaimed rebellion. Therefore, priests accepting that 
as an infallible doctrine, say that rebellion is a sacred duty. 
Well, the clergy and the Bishop of Ross met just after this 
man had been taken up, and they passed a resolution calling 
the Hnglish laws ‘penal and coercive enactments,” and 
they proclaimed that they “were in no wise binding on the 
‘conscience.’ No! because tho Bull said they were not 
binding on the conscience—that no heretical laws are 
binding. 

Now we come again to the land question. You observe 
that, in that Bull, there is nothing about Lhe lund question, 
But it sprang from the same source. There is another Bull 
of the same Pope, in 1742, called Urbs Antibaris, which 
says:—All land and real property taken from the faithful— 
thatis from Roman Catholics—“ in an unjust war ‘'—that is 
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in the wars by Cromwell and William III., those wera what 
they call ujust—shall be restored gratis by the present 
owners, and “ heretics are to be compelled to make restitiz- 
tion.’ Now, is that not the spoliation of all the Protestant 
landowners of Tveland? Is not that the ruin of all Protes- 
tant landlords in Ireland? Not as a question of politics, 
but as a sacred duty? Then the Bull goes on to say that 
this is to be done, all treaties and contracts with heretics 
notwithstanding, ‘as to the possession or detention of 
‘«property, seeing that they are disallowed by the Apostolic 
See,” That is to say, no faith is to be kept with heretics; 
and no coutracts are binding, until they have been approved 
and allowed by the Pope. Then comes this remarkable 
92nd clause :—'' We assert that the opinion is well founded, 
‘which yests the right of real property in the original pos- 
“ gessov, so that he inay, without any repayment of the 
‘price given, recover his own property with all the fruits 
‘accruing from thence, from him who purchased them for 
“a sum of money from the invader.’ That is to say, the 
old Irish inhabitants, the Roman Catholics, have a right to 
take the land from all the present possessors without paying 
for it. 

Mark now what clever conspirators those Romanists are! 
They not only succeed in persuading Ministers that they are 
the only really Conservative Power, and that they are the 
steadfast rock of morality, and the great bulwark against 
infidelity and Reyolution,—all the while that they are 
hatching rebellion, and leading persons into disbelief and 
infidelity, as a stepping stone to the acceptance of the 
Roman Church, and supercession of the laws of God by 
their own traditions which ‘make void the law of God;” 
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and while they aré underinining all morality, and spreading 
the Janus-faced doctrine of ‘*Tory-Democracy.” Not only 
80; but, while they are obeying their Canon Law im robbing 
Trish landlords of their property and handing it over to the 
tenants, they make it impossible for the Goyernment to 
return again; and they make it certain that Iveland will be 
separated from England and become a Roman Catholic 
State. If the landlords should not be ruimed, then there 
would be plenty of loyal inhabitants there to cry against the 
dissolution of the Union. But when the Protestant land- 
lord is robbed of all his property, he will quit the country, 
and many other Protestants will quit it too, as they will 
lose the means of living. Then the farmers which remain, 
who have become little landlords, will continue to be dis- 
loyal citizens, and slaves of the National League, and will 
ery out for separation. Moreover, the agitation will be kept 
alive by the large class of labourers and others who are not 
landlords, and so Lreland will be a seething cauldron of re- 
yolution, with the thorns crackling in the fires underneath 
it. For the labourers will say to the new landlords : By such 
agitation you became rich and happy, aud you always said 
that the sum of happiness could not be attained until Tre- 
land should be separated from England; we are poor and 
unhappy; join us then in the agitation for separation that 
we tnay be happy too ! 

Moreover the tenants that were (the little landlords that 
are), will sublet their farms at very high rents, and will 
grind down the subtenants much more than the real Jand- 
lords ever did. These, too, in their turn, will renew the 
tenants’ agitation and cry out for the extinction of land- 
lordism, with many a little Davitt to perorate to that effect. 
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Then one of two things: either they will all fly at each 
other’s throats and. depopulate the country, or else the 
Romish bishops and priests will rule with a rod of iron, I 
is hard to say which would be the worst consummation. 

So much for the land question. Now we come to 
‘‘hoycotting.”’ That is supposed to be a question of the 
other day, and to be called “boycotting,” because a 
Captain Boycott, who is now alive, was the first person 
who was ‘‘ boycotted.’ But it was invented by a Pope 
more than seven hundred years ago? I -was reading Canon 
Law five or six years ago, aud I came across the 23rd Canon 
of the 3rd Lateral Council of Pope Alexander III., in the 
year 1179, and copied it down, because I thought it such a 
good illustration of that passage in the Revelations, which 
prophesies the marks whereby the Beast may be known ;— 
which prophesies that the Beast will allow no man to buy 
or sell unless he has the mark of the Beast. This was the 
kind of boycotting which was instituted in the year 1179:— 
« We declare that all heretics, and those that defend them, 
“and those even who receive therm, shall lie under 
‘anathema; and we prohibit all men under pain of 
* anathema from admitting such persons into their houses, 
“from allowing them to subsist on their lands, and from 
‘giving them any assistance, and from even transacting 
‘any business, as buying or selling with them. 

“« Moreover, we command all the faithful to make war with 
‘“hardihood against such pests of society, and to protect all 
‘Christian people against them; and to all those whe do 
‘‘go war, we grant remission of all their sins. Moreover, 
‘‘ we will that all property, goods, and chattels of heretics, 
“and of their defenders and receivers, be confiscated, and 
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‘that they themselves shall be seized and sold as slaves.” 
This decree was re-enacted over and over again by subse- 
quent Popes. But how did the Irish people know that? 
Did they hunt up the Canon Law and find that decree? 
No; they did not; but there was a Jesuit of the name of 
Anthony Maurel, who, in 1879, wrote a bool called ‘* The 
“ Ohurch and the Sovereign Pontiff,” which I have already 
mentioned. That book was sold for a very small sum and 
spread all over Ireland, so that not only every priest, but 
every poor man, could read of the boycotting decrees in 
that book, For in that book, boycotting is very clearly 
enjoined, Romanists are bidden, as a matter of faith, to 
avoid all heretics, and not to speak to thom, deal with them, 
or aid and assist them in any way. Boycotlting is a social 
persecution which is not confined to the lower classes, nor 
even to Ireland. By cunning inuendoes, and by spreading 
calumnies, unknown to their victim, the adherents of the 
Jesuits have found it quite possible, even in London, anit 
among the higher classes, to take away a man's character 
and deprive him of all his friends. But let us give two 
examples of boycotting in Ireland. On last August 4th, 
we read in the daily journals:—‘‘ The Protestant shop- 
“ keepers of Newport, in county Mayo, are being rigorously 
“boycotted by the local National League for not joming in a 
« general illumination in honour of some nuns. ‘The shops 
‘Care watched each day, and 1i Roman Catholics are seen to 
“purchase or go near the Protestant traders, they are 
“ threatened with denunciation from the altar. The busi- 
“ness of the boycotted people is consequently ruined.” 

Here is another example, of the 20th of this month 
(October), ‘ At Stewardstown, North of Ireland, a marriage 
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“has just been broken off under extraordinary cireum- 
“stances. A young Protestanh gentleman was about to 
marty a Roman Catholic lady; and both had arrived in 
‘the parish church, when a large erowd made a, hostile 
“demonstration outside against the union. The young lady 
‘became unnerved, refused to be married, and returned 
“home. The mob had previously tried to prevent her 
“ entering the church.” 

On that very day Lord Roseberry —a rather disti neuished 
person, but very ignorant of the subject on which he was 
speaking,—argued that Roman Catholics never persecute 
Protestants ; and his argument was that a few Protestants, 
of transcendant talents, have risen to conspicuous places in 
afew foreign countries ; and that Protestants (Gf they be 
Protestants, and not dissimulating Romanists) have lent 
themselves, as tools of the Papacy, to further Romanist 
aims in this country, He said: “*Thereis, again, another ar- 
« gument which tickles our palate in Scotland for a moment, 
‘ but which will not bear the test of examination. Ttis the 
‘argument that the Protestants in Ireland would be per- 
‘«seeuted by the Roman Catholics. All history is agamst 
‘(the advocates of Ulster on that point. I do not suppose 
‘that I need tal in the south-west of Scotland of the diffi- 
“gulty of stamping out Protestanism by persecution. Ire- 
“‘Jand itself affords a fair example of how difficult if is to 
“stamp out a faith by persecution. All law, all govern- 
‘ment, all methods of injustice had been tried for centuries 
‘' by the Government established under our auspicesto tread 
** out Roman Catholicism in Ireland. That effort completely 
‘failed; and I for one am nob prepared to say that the 
“gofter methods of persecution which are possible in this 
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“19th century, whatever they may be—I do not know them 
* aye far more likely to be effective against Protestants in 
 Treland than all the fierce and cruel and persecuting efforts 
that had been tried in the past against the Roman Catho- 
“lies of Ireland. But, asa matter of fact, the 19th cen- 
tury is not thecentury of religious persecution, except those 
‘wicked and wanton persecutions of the Jews in Hastern 
‘*« Hurope, which are probably more social than religious in 
‘(their origin. Ido not know of any religious persecution 
‘in Kurope at this moment, nor is there any likelihood of 
there being any. Welmnow that Protestants rise eyery- 
‘‘where, in these days, to the first positions in Catholic 
“States. . . . . . « Who is the present leader of 
“the Irish nation? Who is the man whe exercises the same 
“ power in Ireland that the Enghsh Government can exercise 
* with all it castlesand allits gagging Acts ? Why, itis Ma, 
« Parnell, and Mr, Parnell is a Protestant. IJ think it is a 
‘far-fetched argument that argues danger for Ireland to any 
‘Protestant who can maintain a position and take a posi- 
‘tion in that country. I protest as a Scotchman, I protest 
‘‘mm your name and in my own name against all this sort of 
‘argument, In my opinion it is simple rubbish.” I-wonder 
that Scotechmen could accept such Roseberry-rubbish and 
Popish platitudes. 

To disprove Lord Roseberry's statements we need not go 
back as far as the slaughters of the Huguenots in France 
on St. Bartholomew's day in 1572, when Pope Gregory 
XIIZ., according to Lord Acton, a Roman Catholic (Times, 
Noy. 9th, 1874); ‘implored the king during two months, 
«by his nuncio and his’ legate, to carry the work on to, the 
* bitber end, until eyery Huguenot had recanted or perished.” 
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Nor need we revert to the horrible atrocities of the Irish 
Rebellions of 1641 and 1798, as depicted by Sir John 
Temple, and Froude (English in Ireland), and Monsignor 
Rinnccini, and Sir W. Borlase, and Sir R. Musgrave, and. 
many others. Let us quote the Romanist Bishop Milner’s 
End of Controversy (Letter xlix.). 

“When Catholic states and princes have persecuted 
“Protestants, it was done in favor of an ancient religion.”’ 
“Tf Gatholic states and princes have enforced submission 
«+o their Church by persecution, they were fully persuaded 
‘that there is a divine authority in this Church to decide 
‘in all controversies of religion, and that those Christians 
«who refuse to hear her voice, when she pronounces upon 
‘them, are obstinate heretics.” 

The Papal organ, the “* Moniteur de Ronve,’ on the 25th 
of January, 1886, wrote: ‘* We yearn to see Protestantiem. 
‘extirpated from Treland;" which is a repetition of the 
very words of Sir Phelim O'Neill to Lady Strabane (Reid's 
History of the Presbyterian Church im Trelant, yol. i., eh. 
viii., p, 333): “A Protestant should not live in Treland, be 
“he of what nation he would.” Both pious wishes had 
evidently been learned from-the rule which the canonized 
Pope Pins V- laid down, according to Lord Acton (umes, 
Noy. 24th, 1874), that it is better to spare ‘a culprit guilty 
‘of a hundred murders, rather than a single notorious 
heretic.” 

Now there is only one other prerogative instance which 
T have to draw from the Canon Law; uamely, the murders 
and the shootings that occur in Ireland. You know that 
for some time those who have been denounced from the 
altars have been killed. I will give youan example. Mr, 
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Anketell, who was a land agent in the county of West- 
meath, was denounced by the priest from the altar of the 
Cathedral in Mullingar. Shortly afterwards he was shot. 
He was attacked at the railway station, and there were a 
number of people about, but there was no one to help him; 
and lest there should be any mistake about it, the priest 
who denounced him was rewarded by the Bishop of Meath. 
The parish of Milltown was given to him; and he was after- 
wards, aS soon as it became vacant, given the rich parish of 
Castle Pollard. That was a reward for having denounced 
% man, and so procured his death. Others are murdered 
through the decrees of the Land League Courts, over which 
the parish priest presides as President. Now for the decree 
of Canon Law which warrants these murders. There is a 
decree of Pope Urban I1., in 1088—about the time of our 
William the Conqueror—and this is the decree:—‘' Those 
‘tare not to be counted as murderers or homicides who, 
‘‘when burning with love and zeal for their Catholic mother 
‘against excommunicated persons, shall happen to kill a 
‘few of them.” That is a decree of Canon Law which 
licences murder. Itis well known that Bishop Jewel—an 
Hnglish Bishop of the time of Queen Blizabeth—made a 
tremendous attack upon the Canon Law of Rome. What 
did Pope Gregory do? He called together a commission of 
Cardinals, and he said: ‘*We must expurgate this Canon 
“Law a little, because it gives such a handle to those 
‘wretched herebies in England.’ §o they expurgated 
what they could in 1580; but they left this decree in, 
and it isin the Canon Law now; and the Pope published 
a Bull, in that year, imposing the Canon Law upon every 
Roman Catholic as an article of his faith; he has got to 
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believe it. But lest it should remain unlmown, in the 
year 1757, a Jesuit of the name of Lacroix published an. 
adition of the ‘Moral Theology of Busembanm,” and in 
that he lays down that: “A man, who has been ex- 
«¢gommunicated by the Pope, may be lalled anywhere; 
because the Pope has an indirect jurisdiction over the 
‘t whole world, even in temporal things,”"—Hxcommunicated 
by coming under the ban of one of the Clauses in the Bull 
Tn Cant Domini, for example. 

T have shown that this whole moyement is merely an at- 
tempt, in whieh they have nearly succeeded, to put Ireland 
under the Canon Lay of Rome, and that it is prompted by 
the Canon Law of Rome. Is there any ulterior aun beyond 
that? Yes. Ib is to separate Ireland from England, and to 
make Ivcland an aritonomous Roman Catholic state, and so 
to weaken England’s power. That was the scheme which 
King James IL. (who was a sworn Jesuit), and Tyreonnell 
attempted to carry out exactly two hundred years ago— 
in 1687. But, supposing the Pope does not succeed in 
separating Ireland from Bugland—and I am very much 
mistaken if the working men of England and the English 
people generally, with the backbone of Protestanism which 
they have cherished so long, will allow it to: suceaed—it he 
does not succeed, what will he do? He will do what 
Machiavelli said all the Popesdo. He was ina position fo 
know what Popes do. He said, it was the custom of the 
Popes, whenever they could not rule a country themselves, 
to make it so turbulent and so hot that nobody else can rule 
it. The present Pope, who is supposed to be so diplomatic, 
go suave, 80 prudent, so Christian, had not sat upon the 
throne two years before he struck a medal—in the year 
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1880—and the motto or inscription round the medal is this: 
—‘ Hyery kingdom and every nation which does not submit 
**to me shall perish.’ Thatis to say, if he cannot rule it 
himself, he will make it so turbulent that nobody else shall. 

I think T have shown to all who choose tosee, that all the 
agitation in Ireland has come from the Roman Hierarchy 
and Priesthood ; and that it has been done by them in obe- 
dience to the Canon Law of Rome. Mr. Gladstone is, 
doubtless, very well aware of this fact. Therefore, it was 
that, as we learn from the Zimes of August 8, this year: 
“Mr. Gladstone cordially shook hands with the Rev. Father 
*“M'Inerny, of Wicklow, who explained that he had pre- 
‘sided at the Irish convention held at Wicklow, at which 
“Mr. Parnell laid down his policy with regard to the com- 
“ing elections, Mr. Gladstone, in the course of a short 
“conversation with the rey, gentleman, observed that the 
“Trish priesthood now had a great work to perform in com- 
‘mon with the people,” 

Mr, Gladstone cannot be congratulated on his fellow- 
workers, Patrick Ford, the Editor of the Irish World, is 
an ardent Roman Catholic. Until lately he has been in 
unison with Henry George, the Socialist. But My. George 
was also an associate with Dr. McGlynn, who has lately 
been excommunicated; and as Mr. George holds to Dr. 
MeGlynn, Patrick Ford has severed all connexion with Mr. 
George (Times, October 20.) $0 Patrick Ford has pro- 
claimed in the risk World. 

But Mr. Gladstone does not confine his sympathies to 
Tveland. His heart is large enough to comprise Wales— 
‘Gallant little Wales”’ also (as Mr. Gladstone called that 
Province). Why ‘Gallant?’ Does Mr. Gladstone expect 
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some severe fighting, and does he hope to see Wales play its 
assigned part bravely ? The Times, on September 27, of 
this year, helped the solution of the question. Im the 
‘ Letter from Wales,” we read of the Welsh Nonconform- 
ists : 

“The Church is their enemy, speaking with an authority 
«* which they cannot claim to possess, and, worse than all, 
“ depriving them of custom ; for it must nob be forgotten 
‘that a chapel is, as often as not, & commercial enterprise, 
‘tin the pecuniary fortunes of which the worshipper 1s 
closely interested. The enmity between Churchmen and 
‘* Nouconformists is not, indeed, as strong as might have 
«heen expected, and if is no uncommon thing to find 
«preachers ’ maling common cause with elergymen of the 
« Fistablished Church, More than once, indeed, some of 
‘« {he greatest of Nonconforming preachers have beeu found 
“to unite in protesting against the injustice whieh has 
“been done, by English Archbishops, to the Church in 
“Wales. Still, there can be little or no doubt that the 
‘« Nonconformists, as a body, are willing to drop their inter- 
‘nal differences for the sake of fighting against the Church ; 
‘nor would they be human if the case were otherwise. As 
“matters stand, their powerful and complete system of 
“ organization has undoubtedly been of great service to the 
‘tanti-tithe leaguers. . . - « - m the country districts 
“JT have found, on the other hand, that the feeling of 
“hostility to the Church is less bitter among the Non- 
1! gonformists than might be supposed. An appeal has 
“been made, with consummate art, to their cupidity, ther 
‘‘jgnorance, and their religious prejudices combined. But 
is the result of my inquiries, up to the present date, has been 
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“a conviction that the appellants have not made asnfficient 
“allowance for the intelligence of the people. No farmer 
** whom I have seen, or of whom I haya heard, has failed to 
* recognize the unquestionable fact that the abolition of the 
“tithe would not render him a whit richer, or relieve him of 
“a penny of yearly expense. . . . . Already, at the 
“time of writing, several days have elapsed since the pub- 
‘lication, in the Baner, of the scheme of a Welsh National 
League; yet I find that nine out of ten men of education 
‘and position are still in absolute ignorance of this impor- 
“tant fact. No words are necessary, in order to show the 
* power which necessarily belongs to the Press under these 
“circumstances. Men are alarmed at the language used in 
**the Indian native journals, which can be read by Enelish- 
‘men; they ery ont, and most justly, against: the violence 
‘and the frank brutality of Irish newspapers ; they have 
“remained hitherto in blissful ignorance of the fact that, 
“within 200 miles of London, are published newspapers at 
“least as bold and virulent as those of Calcutta or of 
** Dublin. In the future there will be more to say upon this 
“subject; but for the present, it must suffice to point out 
‘that, in the Welsh Press, agibators have at their absolute 
‘disposal 2 weapon of the most offectual and dangerous 
“character. . . . . . The tenant farmer contended, 
“however, that the large farmers had, so to speak, got 
“round the corner of their troubles; and this in spite of the 
‘fact that grown cattle were also making poor prices. His 
“argument, in fact, was, to put it into rough figures, that 
‘the man who buys a yearling at £2 10s., instead of £5 or 
‘£6, can afford to sell at £19, instead of £15, and can, in 
fact, make as good a profit as in times past. On the other 
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‘hand, the man who has not land enough to keep stock 
‘t until maturity, must sell his yearlings, and. cannot afford to 
“pay his rent. . . - «+ - They want fixity of tenure 
and the adjustment of “rent upon a sliding scale. The 
‘very idea of these wants is new to them, and is in all pro- 
“ pability the direct result of the recent history of events 
“in Ireland; for the factis that, hitherto, the Lleyn tenants 
“have practically enjoyed fixity of tenure, and have. been 
+ almost invariably treated with consideration by their land- 
«lords. Occasionally, however, land will change hands. 
a | . , « Suchis the condition of feeling among the 
‘people to whom the promoters of the Welsh National 
‘«Tyeague make their appeal, offering them fax more that 
« they desire or dream of, stirring tp in them ambitions ancl 
+ gims hitherto foreign to their eouceptions. Thab thiswas 
‘the original object of the agitation, many sagacious mer 
“have long been suspicious, and this suspicion has led them 
"to regard with grave apprehension the reluctance of the 
‘Jandlords, as a body, to accept the scheme rendering the 
“tithes payable primarily by them. A curiously accurate 
« prophecy, to be fulfilled almost immediately, was made to 
+*me on the subject recently. Only » day before the hare 
‘© outlines of the scheme were formulated in the Baner, one 
« of the best-informed land agents in the country expressed 
‘to me his sincere conviction that the anti-tithe agitation 
was bub a step towards a larger end. He lef upon me 
‘+ the impression thai his belief was, that the tithe had been 
attacked first, merely in order to enlist the sympathies of 
«tho people in favour of an agitation directed ultimately 
“against renb, OF, in other words, against the very exisbence 
‘of property im land. On the following day the Baner 
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“published a proposal that the Tithepayers' Defence Asso- 
“ciation should be converted into the Welsh National 
« League.” 

In Wales we see the beginning of exactly the same 
process as has been proceeding so victoriously in Ireland. 
For everything is weleomed by the Church of Rome, which 
tends to weaken or hamper a Protestant power. It makes 
Catholicism relatively more strong. Rome pretends, to 
Governments, that she is their friend, while she is secretly 
plotting against them; and ministers, in these days, are too 
addled-headed to see it. They may boast of the name of 
Cecil, but they have not Cecil's brains. Not even the 
following words in the leading article of the Times were 
sufficient to arrest their attention: 

“We must take heed not to repeat the mistake, in the 
“‘ease of Wales, where, as a series of letters, the first of 
“‘which we publish to-day, will show, many of the most 
‘striking features of the Irish difficulty are being repro- 
“‘duced ina threatening form. . . . . The scheme 
“for the establishment of a * Welsh National League’ has 
“hitherto attracted no attention in this country; but it has 
“‘for some time been adyocated by one of the most in- 
‘‘fluential of the many newspapers published in tha Welsh 
“tongue. It is a symptom which ought not to be neglected 
“by statesmen, who may find at no distant day, that they 
“‘have to contront in Wales a problem too closely resem- 
“bling that which confronts them in Ireland.” 

We see now to what that foolish and wicked pandering 
to the demands of the Irish has brought us. We have 
given up the position, and denied the arguments which 
would be of any ayail in answering the like demands of 


GLADSTONE OR SALISBURY? 141 


the Welsh, and then of the Scotch, and then of every 
Colony we possess. England will thus be reduced to an 
impotent third rate power. That is the very consunma-~ 
tion which Gardinal Manning, preaching before the Synod 
of Westminster, urged the assembled Fathers to ann. at. 
He blurted out the secret of the policy of Rome: ‘‘to bend 
‘and to break the Imperial will" of England. To humble 
England; because that Protestantism, weakened here, is 
weakened all over the world; and England, being the key 
of the position, when the Pope has conquered England, he 
has the whole world at his feet. 

As yet it is, as Mr. Dillon said, ‘a contest between the 
“ National League and the English Government.” If the 
National League proves victorious in Ireland, if will be 
victorious everywhere; and Rome, through it, will trimmph. 
T do not think that bloodshed can now be avoided. Tt the 
Government wish to protect Hnglish liberties and Hngland's 
greatness, she must shoot down those who are in opem re- 
yolt against law and order, until order has been re-estab- 
lished and English law again asserted. If, on the other 
hand, the Government again gives way to the seductions of 
the Papacy and whisperings of Cardinals, then those who 
have been loyal to the British Crown and the traditions of 
British Government, will be slaughtered as in 1641. Wither 
way we have a great battle to fight,—perhaps a battle more 
severe than was fought in former days. It is the same 
battle that was fought, by our forefathers, in the days of the 
Reformation; itis the same battle that was fought by the 
King of England in his struggle against Becket; it is the 
same quarrel that was settled by the Constitutions of 
@larendon in 1164—whether the Pope shall be supreme, 
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and whether the Canon Law shall be supreme, oyer the 
Crown and laws of Hngland. 

There is now much confusion in men’s minds. There is 
no settled knowledge of the matter; and we seem to have 
been cut adrift from old English principles and traditions. 
The seductions of “the harlot which sitteth on many 
*+waters’’ have been too strong for us, With such a con- 
fusion of principles and ideas, and with our interpreta- 
tions of the agitation so utterly at variance, what wonder 
is it if those variations should be reflected in speeches and 
policy? I have often heard an eminent Jesuit announce 
their fundamental maxim in these words; ‘* Make a con- 
‘‘fusion, and then lead the confusion ; raise a storm, and 
‘then ride upon the storm!’’ That is exactly what the 
Romanist intriguers have been doing; and Lord Salisbury, 
if indeed he does not make the confusion worse confounded, 
is bewildered by the confusion, and merely runs below for 
shelter from the storm. 

As early as 1866, a Jesuit told me that the land question 
in Ireland, was a question of “la hatle politique,” which 
would in a few years be brought upon the éapis; and he 
recommended me to make myself acquainted with it in 
time. Just so, another Jesuit, now an Archbishop, told me 
in 1874 that socialism would presently be made the great 
question of the day, all oyer Burope; and he recommended 
me to purchase and study the works of Karl Marx and of 
Lasalle. 

Now just one word to English landlords. Do you think 
that you will escape? Do you imagine that your turn is 
nob speedily coming? If so, you greatly mistake. ‘The 
farmers of England are, to the full, as badly off as those 
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in Ireland; and the farmers of England are hard-working, 
sober and orderly; while those of Ireland are idle, dis- 
honest, intemperate, drunken and rapacious. If, then, 10 
was right to rob and ruin Irish landlords, in beboof of 
the Roman Catholic Nationalists of Ireland ; will it nol 
be much more right'to rob and ruin the landlords of Eing- 
land and Scotland, in order to bolster up the fortunes at 
the hard-working and excellent farmers of Great Britain ? 
We may go further. The Church of England has been 
running, at full ery, on the way to Rome, and is now, in 
the main, nearly Popish. We have seen that it is the 
Popish priests and Hierarchy that have promoted the 
National League, and urged the crimes committed in Ire- 
land. “‘ Why not, then, disestablish and disendow the 
“wealthy Church of Hngland? (the adherents of the Papacy 
‘(will.say). Tf it was right to do so in Treland, why should 
‘©if not be righb to do so in Wales, and in England also?” 
Evangelical Christians may perhaps be inclined to side 
with the Romanist efforts in that direction; and the 
Romanists will not be deterred one moment, by the fact 
that the Church of Bngland is nearly Popish, from strilc- 
ing the blow which will destroy the vival Church in Eng- 
land. They will gain too many adherents, by the stroke, 
to be deterred. Look at the enormous wealth which will 
be set free! Consider the galling difference between the 
Anglican clergy and the Nonconformist ministers, which 
will then be ended. In Ireland, the liquid wealth of the 
Anglican Church, was. chiefly given, by Mr, Gladstone, to 
the Romish Church; to which the country also pays one 
and a-half millions sterling a year. What if the wealth of 
the English Church be given to the support of all religions’? 
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What if it were distributed among the farmers of England ? 
That policy has been inaugurated, and that agitation has 
been set on foot already in Wales, and a Welsh National 
League has already been formed. The Crofter question has 
come to the fore in Scotland; there will soon be an agitation 
for the disestablishment and disendowment of the Presby- 
terian Hstablished Church in that country. Then the turn 
of the English Church and English landlords will quickly 
follow. In other words, the Conservative cabinet has made 
socialists and democrats of Greati Britain and Ireland, by 
their insane concessions and traitorous policy. Their Con- 
servative supporters, whom they have betrayed, will find 
this out yery soon, 

In the meanwhile, a great,—the greatest Protestant 
power has been weakened by agitation. That is an im- 
mense gain of relative strength to the Roman Catholic 
powers and the papacy: I know, for a fact, that the ** Se- 
cession War’ in America, and the consequent Mexican 
adventure, was brought about by Jesuit intrigues; and I 
was surprised to find, on reading Pastor Chiniquy’s book 
this year, that he had affirmed this fact and printed proofs 
of it. I knew it from Crypto-Jesuits in London. Pastor 
Chiniquy learned ib from President Lincoln, who was 
murdered by a Jesuit emissary, for thwarting their plans, 
That was all done to weaken a great Protestant power, and 
so add to the relative strength of the Roman Catholic 
powers and the papacy. The Danish war of 1864 and the 
attempt to prop up the Augustenburss in Schleswig, was 
due to Jesuit intrigue; and if the Austrians had arriyed in 
time, the Austrians would have grasped the Hegemony 
of Germany, But the Prussian legs were bebter, and 
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Bismark knew what he was doing, and quickly occupied 
the vantage ground. Another Jesuit intrigue, for Austria to 
obtain the Hegemony, was in preparation in 1866; and 
Prince Bismark was again too quick and too resolute for 
the fine webs of the society of Jesus. We all kmowthat the 
Franco-German War of 1870, brought about by Benedetti, 
wae the Jesuits’ war,—or, as the Empress Eugénie called 
it, “My war.” This time, also, the “man of blood and 
yon,” with his Protestants and Pomeranianus, defended suc- 
cessfully the liberties of Hurope. 

Ig Britain, then, to become a tool of the Papacy, ar to he 
so weakened as ta be useloss to Protestantism and liberty ? 
Or is Ireland to be made a safe appanage for the Pope, 
when he has been driven ont from Rome? Monsignor 
Persico seems to have completed his preparations. But 
such a thing could meyer come to pass except by the 
treachery of our ministers; and if they do not uphold the 
Protestant throne and Protestant Succession of England, 
the staunch middle classes and the stalwart working men of 
England and Scotland and Ulster, will speedily call upon 
their wjust stewards to render an account of their steward- 
ship, 

There remains one objection of very recent origin, to be 
dealt with; ‘The Government of Lord Salisbury, which 
«hesitated for so long, and so long disappointed their 
“friends by their vacillations, delays, and weak conces- 
‘*sions,—are, ab last, energetic in putting down the Land 
“Teague, and availing themselves of the powers conierred 
ypon them by the Crimes Bill.” Let us examine that 
objection, 

A few years ago Archbishop Croke established the 

10 
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‘Gaelic Amateur Athletic Association,” the ramifications 
of which extended so rapidly over Ireland, as to suggest, 
to the minds of the thoughtful, that they must have a 
revolutionary tendency and aim. Persons recalled the 
* Jeus de Pawme’’ before the great French Revolution ; 
the hand-ball contests, before the Irish Revolution of 
1798; the Athletic Societies in Bulgaria, Thessaly and 
Macedonia, before the rebellion which culminated in the 
Russo-Turkish War. In the Vines of November 12th, we 
read :—‘ There has always been a shrewd suspicion that 
“these clubs, although ostensibly intended for healthful 
“exercise only and the promotion of friendly intercourse 
‘‘and innocent amusement among the new generation of 
‘*Trishmen, had another object; or at least that their 
“organization was capable of being turned to account 
“for political ends. The habit of association and of con- 
‘certed action, the outbreaks of o spirit of emulation and 
‘ambition, the stimulating effect of excitement, and the 
“development of qualities of courage, energy and persis- 
‘‘teney in the pursuit of a definite object—all these obvious 
‘advantages, connected with the movement, made the im- 
“pression that it had a sinister purpose more deeply fixed. 
“The impression derived more probability trom the re- 
“membrance that such clubs have always been regarded 
“as political combinations, who made sport a cover for 
“their designs. It did not remoye this suspicion, but 
‘‘vather confirmed it, that the Gaelic Association osten- 
‘‘tatiously avowed that it was non-political; but ils mem- 
‘bers, however, were always to be seen where political 
** work was to be done.” 

As long as the work of ruining the Jandlords proceeded 
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without opposition, these societies were harmonious at 
their meetings. But when the Crimes Act was passed, 
the Fenians, or physical force men, cried out that the 
Parliamentary party must stand aside and give place to 
them; that their turn had come; and that the independ- 
ence of Ireland could not be achieved except by their 
means. On Wednesday, Nov. 9th, there was a meeting 
in Thurles of aboye 900 delegates of the Gaelic Athletic 
Associations, of which the Times remarked that “ the spirit 
‘of the Clan-na-Gael was not wanting in the Association 
stwhich bears its ominous name.” The Roman Catholic 
Priests, says the Times (Nov. 14th), throughout the whole 
of Ireland, have been, for some time, well aware that the 
energetic members of every branch of these societies, 
were Fenians. In Cork alone, about a year ago, above 
500 new members were enrolled, who were all Fenians, 
and were recruited by the Fenian Leaders. At the 
meeting of November 9th, the Fenians of course elected 
Fenian officers. But let the following priests describe the 
proceedings, in the Manifesto which bears their names: 
Fathers Scanlan, Moloney, Gleeson, Cunningham, Crowe, 
MeNamara, &e.; who state that they were all Presidents 
of the local clubs, and were elected Delegates to the 
meeting : 

‘Need we deal with the slight to which these men have 
‘(subjected the illustrious Archbishop of Cashel—these 
“men nob one of whom has taken any part in advancing 
“tho interests of the National League, a League which 
‘call true Trishmen—aye, even the enemies of Ireland— 
-‘have acknowledged to be the one safeguard of the Trish 
‘‘ people—no part, public or private, though some of them 
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‘fare men of ability, men who we can proye are actually 
* opposed to the National League, whose public utterances 
“stand against them, men whose action at the conyention 
‘convicts them of hostility to the popular, the National 
**Leacue? Need we dwell upon the most painful point of 
‘‘all—namely, that these men are bent, and actually ac- 
‘knowledge that they are bent, upon taking the youth of 
*Treland, the manhood of Treland, out of the hands of the 
‘priesthood of Ireland and moulding them according to 
‘their own views? P. N. Fitzgerald, Hoctor, Hasset, 
* Reilly, and Horde, who was ashamed to tell his name 
“and whom Fitzgerald was ashamed to acknowledge an 
“acquaintance with, though he was his right hand man— 
**Hoctor, Hassett, and Co., against the National League, 
‘againsbh the Archbishop of Cashel, against the priesthood 
‘of Treland, Are these statements exaggerated? Let the 
‘transactions at the convention speak for themselves, 

«, , . And we may say in passing that from every 
‘National League platform in the vicinity of Nenagh for 
‘*the past seven or more years we, the same priests, have 
“been addressing our people, welcomed heartily by them, 
“and certainly have had their grateful thanks. You haye 
“described the manner of our reception, A prominent 
‘‘Gael from Limerick, whose name we can giye, shouted, 
«We'll pulverize the priests.’ Mr. Forde hissed into the 
‘Cears of Father Cunningham, ‘If ye break up this meeting, 
**twe'll smash your League,’ and when, after one hour and 
«ca, half, we saw the utter uselessness of continuing longer 
‘© before the meeting, we withdrew, the last shout ringing in 
“our ears being, ‘ Down with the League.’ 

The Times adds: 
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« An effort will now be made to organize a counter move- 
«ment, but th is evident that the ‘earnest men,’ who bave 
‘heen praised and flattered, will not submit to the clerical 
‘“‘yoke. They hayé got out of, and will not be easily 
‘brought again under contrel. Ibis severe retribution for 
‘*the rey. gentlemen who have sacrificed their moral influ- 
‘ence and compromised their characters as ministers of 
«¢peace.’ That effort has proved unsuccessful, although 
Davitt was the mediator, being himself a Fenian, and 
Archbishop Croke haggled and trafficked through him. 

In 1874 1 frequently urged, by letters and speech, on the 
priests (who had excused their being at the head of the 
Home Rule, agitation, by saying, that they must keep in 
ailvance of the people and lead them, lest the lead should 
fall into worse hands), saying: “ Depend upon it that the 
“day will come when you will baye to draw back; and 
4¢then the ons party will bate you because you have gone 
‘so far, and the other will despise you because you refuse 
‘to go further, But if you devote yourselves to the labour 
‘of inducing the people to obey the laws of God, you will 
‘win respect, not only of the Trish, but that of the English 
4¢and Seotch also.’ That day has come; and Oroke has 
had to withdraw. 

Yet ib must nob be supposed, as I thought then, that the 
Fenians are in opposition to the ultramontane Church of 
Rome. They are rather an affiliation of the Jesuit Society. 
Tt is true that the last Pope, on two occasions, anathema- 
tized the Fenians. That was politic and good for show 
and ostentation, But I know that the anathemas, so far 
from being acted upon by the Trish priests, were quietly put 
aside, and the Fenians were taken by the hand; and that 
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was done with the knowledge of the bishops. The Synod 
of Thurles’ distinctly decreed that the Fenians should be 
“treated with the greatest love and benignity,” and that 
the Pope’s Bull should be relegated to small print in the 
Appendix to the Acts of the Synod. 

No one will ever understand the Papacy, until he has 
found out that its essential principle is falsehood, Bulls 
and proclamations are issued, like the despatch of April 
Ist, 1878, merely to delude and beguile. §o, at the begin- 
ning of this moyement in Ireland, the Pope issued publicly 
a Brief, to all the Bishops, condemning it; while secretly 
he sent a Bull, I understand, in which he ordered them to 
promote it, The essential character of the Papacy is false- 
hood. Compare, with the Pope’s anathema, of Fenianism, 
the Fenian Oath, produced in the Honse of Commons, in 
1867, which was to the following purport :—<I swear by 
‘the Almighty God, by the blessed and holy Prayer Book 
‘fof my holy Church, by the blessed Virzin Mary, Mother 
“of God, by the holy apostles Peter and Paul, kc., &e., to 
“fight till I die, wading in the fields through the ved gore 
‘of the Saxon tyrants, for the glorious cause of nationality; 
‘and when the Hnglish Protestant robbers shall all haye 
* been murdered, then we shall embark for England, and 
“take it, and shall wade in the blood of all Orangemen 
*“and hereties, who will not join us and become one of 
‘‘ourselyes.’’ I look, then, on the Fenians, ag an offshoot 
and affilhation of the Roman Church. But as there are 
Roman Catholics who are Englishmen first, or Frenchmen 
first, or Italians first, and Roman Catholies alter; and as 
there are Roman Catholics, fiercely opposed to them, who 
are Romanists firsi, and Englishmen, Frenchmen and 
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Italians after; and as, in all times, the regular Priests aud 
Jesuits have been bitterly hostile to the secular Priests ; 
go now we find that the Fenians are inimical to those who 
want to stop, and fear to go further and to plunge into 
revolution. Avehbishops Croke and Walsh want to stop; 
the Fenians are determined to go on. 

Now, I ask: what line of conduct should we now expect 
of every man who had been accustomed to go, beart aud 
soul, with the Roman Catholic Priests? Would you not 
say that he would at once withdraw from fellowship with 
the National League, and even endeavour to put down the 
National League? That is precisely the course which the 
present government have adopted, On November 16th, 
the Dublin Bapress rejoiced at the change, and said = ‘* It is 
‘impossible for the most casual observer not to be struck 
«with the change which has come over the spirit of the 
Loyalists throughout Treland, during the last few months. 
“This fortunate and happy change is owing to the fact 
that confidence vw the administration of the law is in a fair 
‘way to be restored, The strong and hopeful are again 
« fighting in the yan; the timid have again attached them- 
«selves to a cause which they have ceased to think of as 
“hopeless; and the wavering and cautious, a larger body 
‘than many people suppose, will naturally gravitate to 
«that body whose policy ani objects they really in their 
‘hearts approve. The country has begun to recognise 
‘that, under the able and admirable superintendence of 
\ Mr, Balfour, the law of the land can no longer be defied 
‘ewith impunity. The fight may, and will be, long and 
geyere; bub the Loyalist party in Ireland to-day has 
“4 certainly no cause to be discouraged with the prospect.’ 
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And the Irish Times said:—There can no longer re- 
“Thain any doubt that there has occurred an uprising of 
‘loyal sentiment in the south of Ireland, which is quite 
“as strong as that for which expression has been found in 
“the north. The professional classes, the merchants, and 
‘the traders perceive the opportunity of making assertion 
“‘of their interests and of their rights. They have much 
“to resent} and it surely is a most important fact, that in 
“such a centre of national industry as the City of Dublin, 
“their independence has so signally been asserted. This 
“is the first time for years that such an opportunity 
“has occurred, and the eagerness with which if has 
‘““been grasped should be not only encouraging, but in- 
“structive. There is another Ireland to be heard than 
“that which the National League has orgamized, Tt is 
‘raising its voice. Its protest grows in volume, and it is 
“no longer possible to refuse if a grave and deliberate 
“ hearing.” 

The St. James’ Gazette, November 30th, wrote: ‘The 
“‘Loyalists there have not had very much encouragement. 
“On the contrary; though what has been said is all very 
“well, what has been done and what left undone, have not 
“always been conducive to confidence and high spirits. 
“Brom afar, the Loyalists have heard comfortably strong 
“speeches, but ¢ill lately nothing much has been done to 
“assure them that they are really to be relieved of the 
“Anarebist tyranny established by the Leaguers and sane- 
“tioned by the Gladstonians. But mach has changed of 
‘*late, A slow and somewhat timid Government has got 
"to work at last, with excellent results.”’ 

Eyen the Pope, the infallible, the unchangeable, found 
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it mecessary to change, and to forsake the cause he had 
hitherto promoted. The Vienna correspondent of the Times 
telegraphed (Nov. 16th) that: ‘positive instructions have 
44 been sent from the Vatican to the Irish clergy as to their 
future attitude with regard to the relations between land- 
“lord and tenant. The Pope is said to have expressed 
‘his entire disapprobation of the lawlessness arising oul 
‘of political fanaticism, and to have communizated his 
* opinion to the Archbishops and Bishops of Treland."' 

The Tory St. James’ Gazette, also asserted that: ‘Tt is 
«believed in Rome that the Pope has made up his mind to 
+ declare against the National League, and to take practical 
‘«measures for giving effect to his declaration. We have 
“no absolute information as to the nature of Monsignor 
‘‘ Pergico’s report. to the Pope, or as to the Pope's decision 
“npon it. Bui we have reason to know that if Monsignor 
‘‘Pergico’s report was in accordance with the opinions 
“which he frequently expressed, and if the Pope intends 
“to abide by the report of his envoy, the above-mentioned 
‘rnmour is exceedingly likely to be true.” 

Tt is therefore not a valid objection against me, to urge 
the activity of the Government in the eleventh hour, in 
putting down the National League. 

Mr. Parnell’s criticism of the Government was published 
a few days too late (November 22); if was true of the 
Government up to the time that the Fenians rejected the 
idance of the Romish Archbishops and Priests. It is true 
no longer ; for the Government is now energetic m its sup- 
port of Archbishop Croke and the Romish Iherarchy, against 
the Fenians. Mr, Parnell wrote: ‘‘ On the general situation 
“Lmay say that, in my judgment, a more feeble or mept 
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‘«* Government never held the reins in Ireland. They are 
teaching Irishmen a most disastrous lesson, By their 
‘bungling incapacity they are teaching them that the law 
“may be successfully defied; for the law, as recently con- 
‘ structed by the Unionist majority of the House of Com- 
“mons, is daily defied, and with impunity, by thousands of 
‘« members of suppressed branches of the National League, 
‘and by every National newspaper editor in Ireland. In 
‘fact, one of the extraordinary results of the Coercion Act 
‘eond ofa ‘firm and resolute Government,’ is that, for every 
“offence against the law committed before the Act, there are 
‘hundreds committed now.” 

In 1885, Lord Salisbury’s party, and especially Lord R. 
Churchill, flattered and caressed the Parnellites or National 
party, who were then fayoured hy the Romish prelates. But 
Mr. Gladstone gained the majority at the General [lection, 
and then he, in his turn, flattered and caressed the National 
party, and followed Parnell. They both made love to that 
same party, which has been thus delineated by Mr. Bright 
(November 21): ‘* The Irish rebel party will not look at 
“my suggestion, because they are rebels; and with rebel 
‘Trish members in the House, the plan would not be 
“allowed to work. Mr. Gladstone has a hobby or plan of 
‘his own, in which the rebel leaders for the time have 
“ agreed to join him.” 

Yet they were not rival lovers; and the advances of neither 
were unrequited, for Irish fayours are cheap. They were 
not rivals, but allies, and common recipients of the same 
lady’s favours. 

No doubt such conclusions are hard to accept. As the coun- 
try has not been accustomed to such things for two centuries, 
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they are hard to believe. But the revolving centuries bring us 
back to the same epochs; and the manners of the times of 
the Stuarts can be also the manners of these days. Yet, 
these things will not be believed, because, to use bhe warn- 
ing words of the Twmes of March 7: ‘There is a great deal 
‘‘of flabby sentimentalism among US at the present day, 
‘* which takes the form of flat refusal to believe that anybody 
«can be very bad. Ib does not spring from any noble or 
“ eyen respectable root, for it is accompanied by equally 
« conspicuous incapacity to think anybody very good. It is 
«merely a product of sheer dulness of imagination and blunt 
‘« ness of perception. People are carefully shielded in this 
“ gountry from the machinations of the diabolically wicked, 
and the uneventful current of their daily lives does little 
«to open up to them the possibilities of either good or evil in 
«the human heart. Henee they sink into that lazy and stupid 
“form of practical infidelity, which holds all actions to be 
+ pretty much of one neutral tint, credits doers of bad deeds 
“ with good intentions, and, to redress the balance, readily 
\ ageribes shabby motives to the doers of good actions.” if 
those axe true words, let every one put aside party spirit, 
and divest himelf of all the prejudices, and fallacies, said 
false terms which will interfere with w sound judgment; and 
let him calmly and honestly weigh what I have said, and 
endeavour to arrive at a true decision. 

This is my position: It is confiscation and robbery for 
the Government to take away private property without 
giving compensation to the owners. Yet the Liberal and 
Conservative Governments bave plundered landlords of more 
than half the fee simple of their property,—as the fact that 
thirty or forty years’ purchase is zeadily given for the leage, 


156 SCYLLA OR CHARYBDIS; WHICH ? 


while not twenty years’ purchase is bid for the fee simple, 
clearly proves. 

The Government alleged that their aim isto make a num- 
ber of peasant proprietors throughout Tveland. That is, 
they hold that the present Protestant landlords are such an 
eyil, that they wish to ruin and despoil them, in order to 
multiply the number of landlords, who will not be Protes- 
tant, but Romanist. When that has been achieved, will the 
Government make it illegal to sublet, so as to exclude the 
labourers from all participation? Will they deny to the 
younger children of those future landlords the enjoyment of 
possessing # farm? or will they permit subletting ad infini- 
tum, aud then repeat the process of spoliation and confisea- 
tion, for the benefit of a still lower class of tenants? On 
the other hand, will they prevent the peasant proprietors 
from selling their lands? or will they allow a few large ca- 
pitalists fo come in and buy up all the land at a very low 
rate, and so start the old system in other hands ? 

Or is this machinery of Land Commissioners and Sub- 
commissioners,—nearly all of whom are Nationalists and 
Romanists, and so pledged to ruin the present Protestant 
proprietors, by their rough-and-ready reductions of rent, on 
no principle except wholesale plunder—is that machinery 
merely set up for the nonce to destroy the only link between 
Hogland and Ireland,—the only tie which hinders Tveland 
from becoming an autonomous Roman Catholic State? It 
so, then, although we have read ‘ Parnellism Unoneiled”’ 
(as most persons have done), the history of the last decade 
must be written fo reveal to us the secrets of Parnellism 
veiled. We know that it was the aim in 1641 to separate 
Ireland from England and to make it an autonomous State. 
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Tt was the aim in 1687, and in 1725, in 1746, in L787, and 
in 1798. Isit not still the aim and object of those who 
have favoured the agitation in Ireland?—of the Church 
which ia ever uttering the proud boast of ‘* Semper aadem '* 2 

It is, indeed, deplorable for us to think that the leader of 
the Conservative party,—the Constitutional party,—should 
be » mere instrument or catspaw (we cannot imagine that 
he could know and be an accomplice) in a conspiracy which 
has subsisted for more than two centuries. It was a greab 
disappointment to observe how decidedly he refused to lessen 
the burdens on Irish estates, in proportion to the arbitrary 
reductions, enforced by the Government, in rent and in- 
come: or to do anything to stave off the inevitable run 
of Irish landowners. It caused great pain to Lord Salis- 
bury's friends, when they witmessed him and Mr. W. H. 
Smith making concession after concession to the Romanist 
and Nationalist members, while the Bill was in the Jower 
House; and they exclaimed that they had been * baselzy 
« betrayed,’ while Lord Selborne muttered something about 
cutting off his right hand; and Lord Salisbury defended 
himself by saying that, as Mr. Gladstone had entered upon 
an evil aud disastrous course, he (Lord Salisbury) was de- 
termined to follow that same course to its bitter end; and, 
as Mr. Gladstone had tampered with the principle of free 
contracts, Lord Salisbury had decided to destroy it alto- 
gether; and as Mr. Gladstone had robbed the landowners 
of 25 per cent. of their income, Lord Salisbury had made up 
his mind to cut them down a further 40 per cent. Lord 
Salisbury’s finger is thicker than Mr. Gladstone's loins ; 
and as Mr, Gladstone has seourged us with thongs, Lord 
Salisbury must whip us with scorpions. The Parnelbte 
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organ was naturally jubilant, and shouted: “The Land 
Bill has won the race; the landlords are ruined.” That 
Lord Salisbury is an extreme Ritualist wa all knew; but 
that be would satisfy the Romanists and Nationalists, many 
doubted. Yet he has done so, He has handed over the 
plunder to the Irish tenants, but has done nothing to alle- 
viate the distress of the English farmers. 

The excuse that the Unionist-Liberal party demanded 
these concessions, has been cut away by Lord Hartington 
himself. The plea that the strength of the Nationalist party 
was too great to be ignored, has been exploded by the fact 
that it was Lord Salisbury and Mr. Gladstone, Sir 8. North- 
cote and Lord Hartington who, in unconstitutional conclave, 
made them so overpoweringly stroug. 

In fayour of whom haye the landowners been plundered 
and ruined? In favour of the most ignorant, the basest, 
the most illiterate peasantry in the world. The Roman 
Catholic peasantry of Iveland (and of them only I speak) 
have been proved to be so. In favour of the most immoral 
and Jawless people, who have become doubly debased by 
means of the recent agitation, all this has been done. For, 
as we have shown, the Irish race is the most yicious of 
races; and the Roman religion implants and fosters immo- 
tality ; so that a negation of religion is productive of fewer 
eriminals than the revived Paganism, which is called the 
Roman religion, Yet the Governments of Great Britain,— 
Liberal and Conservative,—have permitted, nay, fostered 
an agitation which has made Ireland the most lawless 
country in Europe; or rather, which bas set up in that 
country another law instead of the law of the land, and 
other courts, presided over by priests, instead of the Queen's 
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Courts. And, as if to accentuate the fact, large Gothic 
monasteries are springing up all over the country, having 
been built and furnished with some of the spoils of Protes- 
tant landowners. The rest of the plunder has gone, partly 
to support the National League, partly to pay the lawless 
agitators, and partly to defray an immensely increased con- 
sumption of whiskey. 

On these facts Lord Salisbury can look complacently, 
and hold his hand, without reflecting on the histories of 
the previous centuries, and the remarkable interpositions 
of the Almighty in favour of Protestantism. He fears not 
to use the dispensing power which was condemned by our 
ancestors; and to wield that powerful weapon, the divine 
right of party; while the freedom of elections is tampered 
with, exactly as in the days of the Stuarts. He fears not 
to see ‘another law” in Ireland, and other courts, instead 
of the constituted laws and courts of the country; and 
smiles at observing the Romanizing of the Church of 
England, exactly as ib was done tro centuries ago. He 
fears not, nor remembers that the Lord’s band is not 
shortened, which struck down those abominations in the 
three centenaries before. 
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APPENDIX. 


There are two matters to which I desire to call atten- 
tion. One is the Times of yesterday (October 25), from 
which two things are apparent :—the ‘‘remarkable change "’ 
which has been made ‘‘ by Government authority in regard 
to the police action towards the mob gathering in West 
** London,” which “ was regarded as a triumph for disorder 
‘* over order, of the mob oyer the authorities ; ’’ and, on the 
same page, the evidence that these gatherings of the mob in 
London, and the * torch-light processions’’ have been in- 
stigated by the Roman Catholics and Irish. Why did Mr. 
Causton and Mr. Barrow, at the last moment, send tele- 
grams declining to be chairmen or even to attend the meet- 
ing? Why were Mr, Redmond, M.P., Mr. Denis McCarthy, 
M.P., Mr. Pope Hennessy, Father Murnane, and such like, 
the presiding geniuses? Why was the meeting composed of 
«the Gladstone Club, the Catholic Club, the Irish National 
“ Club,’’ and so forth? And why did Mr. Redmond, M.P., 
declare that that Romanist Trish mob must ‘* not groan 
«Lord Salisbury ; for Lord Salisbury is not the real enemy 
© of the (Irish) people?” 

The other matter is the text of the Bull, by which the 
Pope excommunicated the Rey. Dr, McGlynn, thus causing 
Patrick Ford to shun the society of Dr. McGlynn. The 
Dublin Hvening Mail published it. It is as follows :— 
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"By the authority of God Almighty, the Father, the Son, 
the Holy Ghost, and of the undefiled Virgin Mary, mother 
and patroness of Our Saviour, and of all the celestial virtues, 
angels, archangels, thrones, dominions, powers, cherubim, 
seraphim, and of all the holy patriarchs and prophets, and, 
of all the apostles and evangelists, and of the holy innocents, 
who in the sight of the Holy Lamb are found worthy to 
sing the new song of the holy martyrs and holy confessors, 
and of the holy virgins, and of all the saints together with 
the holy and elect of God; we excommunicate and anathe- 
matise this malefactor, Edward M‘Glynn, and from the 
thresholds of the Holy Church of Ged Almighty, we seques- 
ter him, that he may be tormented, disposed, and delivered 
over with Dathan and Abiram, and with those who say unto 
the Lord God, ‘‘ Depart from us, we desire none of Thy 
ways.’’ And as fire is quenched with water, so let the light 
of him be put out for evermore, unless he shall repent and 
make satisfaction, Amen. 

May the Father, who created man, curse him. 

May the Son, who suffered for us, curse him, 

May the Holy Ghost, who was given to us in baptism, 
curse bim. 

May the holy cross, which Christ for ow salvation tri- 
umphing over His enemies ascended, curse him. 

May the Holy and Hternal Virgin Mary, Mother of God, 
ctirse him, 

May St. Michael, the advocate of holy souls, curse him. 

May all the angels and archangels, principalities and 
powers, and all the heavenly armies, curse him. 

May the praiseworthy multitude of Patriarchs and Pro- 
phets curse him. 

il 
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May St. John the Precursor, St. John the Divine, and St. 
Peter and St. Paul, and St. Andrew and all other Christ’s 
Apostles together curse him. 

And may the rest of His Disciples, and the four Hyangel- 
ists, who by their preaching converted the universal world, 
and may the holy and wonderful company of Martyrs and 
Confessors, who by their holy works are found pleasing to 
God Almighty, curse him, 

May the Holy Choir of the Holy Virgins, who for the 
honour of Christ have despised the things of the world, 
eurse him, 

May all the Saints who from the beginning of the world 
to everlasting ages are found to be beloved of God, curse 
him. 

May the heavens and earth and all the holy things ve- 
maining therein, curse him. 

May he be cursed whereyer he be, whether in the house or 
the stables, the garden or the field, or the highway, or in 
the path, or in the wood, or in the water, or in the church, 

May he be cursed in living, in dying, in eating and drink- 
ing, in being hungry, in being thirsty, in fasting, in sleeping, 
in slumbering, in waking, in walking, in standing, in sitting, 
in lying, in working, in resting, and in blood-letting. 

May he be cursed in all the faculties of his body. 

May he be cursed inwardly and outwardly, may he be 
cursed in the hair of his head, may he be cwrsed in his 
brains, and in his vertex, in his temples, in his forehead, in 
his ears, in his eye-brows, in his cheeks, in his jawbone, in 
his nostrils, in his foreteeth and grinders, in his lips, in his 
throat, in bis shoulders, in his wrists, in his arms, in his 
hands, in his fingers, in his mouth, in his breast, in his 
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heart and purtenance, and in his bottomest stomach, in his 
yeins, and ‘in his groin, in his thighs, in his hips, and in his 
knees, his legs, and feet and toe nails. 

May he be cursed in all the joints and articulations of 
his members from the top of his head to the sole of his 
foot. 

May there be no soundness in him, 

May the Son of the Living God, with all the glory of his 
Majesty, curse him; and may heaven, with all the powers 
that move therein, rise up against him and damn him, 
unless he repent and make satisfaction. Amen—so be it— 
Amen. 
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